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OVERSIGHT OF MEXICAN COUNTER- 
NARCOTICS EFFORTS: ARE WE GETTING 
FULL COOPERATION? 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 24, 1999 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, 

AND Human Resources, 
Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee pet, pursuant to notice at 1:35 p.m., in room 
2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Mica (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Mica, Barr, Gilman, Souder, Hutch- 
inson, Ose, Mink, Cummings, and Kucinich. 

Staff present: Robert B. Charles, staff director/chief counsel; Gil 
Macklin, professional staff member; Amy Davenport, clerk; Michael 
Yeager, minority counsel; and Jean Gosa, minority staff assistant. 

Mr. Mica. Good afternoon. I’d like to call this meeting of the 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Re- 
sources to order. Today, we are conducting a hearing entitled, 
“Oversight of Mexican Counternarcotics Efforts: Are We Getting 
Full Cooperation?” 

I would like to start today’s proceedings with an opening state- 
ment followed by our ranking member, and we will be joined by 
other Members as they return from votes on the floor. 

As I have stated many times, I believe that we cannot tackle the 
problems of drug abuse and the concurrent social problems of crime 
and significant cost to our country without an approach that ad- 
dresses, simultaneously, education, treatment, prevention, enforce- 
ment, interdiction, and eradication. 

I believe this must be a comprehensive effort. That is why this 
subcommittee has conducted five hearings on drug policy this year, 
and today we will be conducting our sixth. 

Combating illegal narcotics production and trafficking is an abso- 
lutely critical element in reducing the supply of drugs. With 60 to 
70 percent of the hard drugs entering the United States coming 
from Mexico, it is vital that the Congress examine the question of 
Mexico’s drug certification. 

Today’s hearing will serve as an analysis of what Mexico is doing 
to combat that illegal drug trafficking. We have four witnesses who 
currently serve, or who have served, on the front line in the war 
on drugs. 


( 1 ) 



2 


Despite a long and productive relationship with our close ally to 
the south, drugs coming from Mexico are ending up on American 
streets. Mexican trafficking organizations continue to be a major 
source for cocaine entering the United States. Additionally, accord- 
ing to DEA’s Heroin Signature Program, Mexico has now become 
a major producer of high-purity heroin. Mexico is now the source 
of 14 percent of all heroin seized in the United States. Alarmingly, 
Mexico continues to serve as a major source of foreign meth- 
amphetamine, as well as the major source of foreign marijuana en- 
tering the United States. 

An article last September in the Minneapolis Star Tribune stated 
that about 85 percent of the methamphetamine in Minnesota is 
smuggled from Mexico. As we will hear today, the Mexican meth- 
amphetamine is ravishing communities in our Midwest, and we 
will hear an example of Iowa here today. 

Drugs coming from Mexico undermine our communities, spread 
violence, and finance gang violence. In fact, it is destroying young 
lives at a record level in the United States. 

The statistics on drug use, particularly among our young people, 
continue to be worrisome and sobering to every American and 
every Member of Congress. Drug use is highest among our 12th 
graders, with more than 50 percent of them having tried an illicit 
drug, and more than one in four labelled as current users. 

Today our subcommittee will examine Mexico’s progress in the 
fight against illegal drugs. Without question, no country in the 
world poses a more immediate drug threat to the United States 
than does Mexico. 

Despite some of the reports that progress has been made against 
drug trafficking, Mexico still has not complied with several re- 
quests made by the Congress less than 2 years ago. Mexico still has 
not signed a bilateral maritime agreement, and corruption remains 
a major impediment. Additionally, our U.S. law enforcement agents 
are not allowed to adequately protect or defend themselves. The 
Government of Mexico still has failed to extradite a single major 
drug trafficker. 

Today, what is of great concern to me, is that Mexico has lost 
vast areas, entire states and regions, to the control of narco-traf- 
fickers. And from our reports, this has taken place in both the Baja 
and Yucatan peninsulas as well as other areas in Mexico. We have 
reports that these areas are now under complete control of narco- 
traffickers. If this trend continues, Mexico could be on the verge of 
turning over their sovereignty to drug traffickers. 

Based on facts and information we have learned so far — both in 
open and closed hearings, meetings and briefings — it is difficult for 
me to believe that this administration would certify Mexico as fully 
cooperating. This action is most troubling. Some of the statistics 
that we have learned from 1998, last year, are even more troubling. 
Boat seizures were down 29 percent from 1997. Opium/heroin sei- 
zures were down 56 percent. Cocaine seizures were down 35 per- 
cent. 

We have attempted to be fair and balanced in investigating 
Mexico’s progress. However, what we have found should concern 
every Member of Congress. That is why today I am sponsoring, 
along with the chairman of the House International Relations Com- 
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mittee, Mr. Gilman, a resolution that proposes decertifying Mexico 
with a national interest waiver. It is my belief that, despite the fact 
that the 30-day provision of the Foreign Assistance Act will tech- 
nically run its course this week, we need to continue considering 
and examining Mexico’s lack of progress and consider possible de- 
certification. 

This provision is intended to extend the 30-day window of review 
so that this Congress may continue its deliberation and consider- 
ation of this very vital national security issue. The drug issue 
should not be limited to 30 days of attention every year. It must 
remain at the top of our agenda. We owe at least this much to the 
American people. 

These are some of the issues that remain at the top of our agen- 
da, and today we hope to obtain a better understanding of the dis- 
astrous situation that we face with these drugs coming in from 
Mexico from the witnesses who will testify before our sub- 
committee. 

That concludes my opening comments, and I am pleased now to 
yield at this time to our ranking member, the gentlelady from Ha- 
waii, Mrs. Mink. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. John L. Mica follows:] 
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As I have stated many times, I believe dial we cannot tackle the problems of drug abuse 
and the concurrent social problems, crime and significant costs to our country without an 
approach that addresses simultaneously education, tmatment, prevention, enforcement, 
interdiction and eradication. It must be a con^nehensive effort. That is why this 
Subcommittee has conducted five hearings on drug policy this year, and today we will conduct 
our sixdi. 

Combating illegal narcotics production and trafficking is a critical element in reducing 
the supply of drugs. With 60-70% of the hard drugs entering the United States coming from 
Mexico it is critical that Congress examines the question of Mexico's drug certification. 

Today's hearing will serve as an analysis of what Mexico is doing to combat drug 
trafficking. We have four witnesses who cuncntly serve, or have served, on the front line in 
die war on drugs. 

Despite a long and productive relationship widi our ally to the soufri, drugs coming from 
Mexico are ending up on American streets. Mexican trafiicking organizations continue to be a 
major source for cocaine entering the United States. In addition, according to DEA's Heroin 
Signature Program, Mexico has now become a major producer of high purity heroin. Mexico 
is now the source of 14 percent of all the heroin seized in the United States. 
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Alanningly, Mexico continues to serve as tiie major source of foreign methamphetamine 
as well as the major source of foreign marijuana. An article last September in the Minneapolis 
Star Tribune stated that about 85 percent of methamphetamine in Minnesota is smuggled from 
Mexico. As we will hear today, Mexican methamphetamine is ravaging communities in Iowa 
as well. 

Drugs coming from Mexico imdermine our commimities, spread and finance gang 
violence, and are destroying young lives at a record level. The statistics on drug use, 
particularly among our yoimg people, continue to be worrisome and sobering to every 
American ^d every member of Congress. Drug use is highest among our 12th graders, with 
more than 50% of them having tried an illicit drug and more tiian one in four labeled as current 
users. 


Today, our Subcommittee will examine Mexico's progress in the fight against illegal 
drugs. Without question, no coimtry in the world poses a more immediate drug tiireat to the 
United States. Despite some of the reports tfiat progress has been made against drug trafficking, 
Mexico still has not signed a bilateral maritime agreement, and corruption remains a major 
impediment.. 

Additionally, U.S. federal law enforcement agents are not allowed to adequately protect 
or defend tiiemselves. The Government of Mexico still has failed to extradite a single major 
drug trafficker. Now what is of great concern to me is that Mexico has lost vast areas, states 
and regions to the control of narco-traffickers in the Baja and Yucatan peninsula. We have 
reports that these areas are now imder the complete control of narco-traffickers. If this trend 
continues, Mexico could be on the verge of turning their sovereignty over to drug traffickers. 

Based on facts and information we have learned so far, it is difficult for me to believe 
that this Administration would certify Mexico as fully cooperating. This action is troubling. 
Some of the statistics from 1998 are even more troubling. Boat seizures were down 29% from 
1997. Opium seizures were down 56%. Cocaine seizures were down 35%. 

We have attempted to be fair and balanced in investigating Mexico's progress. 

However, what we have found should concern every Member of Congress. This is why I am 
sponsoring, along with the Chairman of the House International Relations Committee, Mr. 
Gilman, a resolution that proposes decertifying Mexico with a national interest waiver. It is my 
belief that, despite the fact that the 30 day provision in the Foreign Assistance Act will 
technically run its course this week, we need to continue considering Mexico's lack of progress 
and possible decertification. This provision is intended to extend the 30-day window of review 
so that this Congress can continue its deliberation over this vital national security issue. The 
drug issue should not be limited to 30 days of attention every year. It must remain at tiie top of 
our agenda. We owe this to the American people. 
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Mrs. Mink. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for offering the Congress 
and this subcommittee, in particular, an opportunity to hear the 
other side of the picture, having to do with the law enforcement ac- 
tivities within the United States. 

I believe that this search for information, with respect to our law 
enforcement efforts and the testimony of corruption and deception 
and coverup that I understand is also going to be in the testimony 
today, is a very important part of our full understanding of the cri- 
sis which this country is facing. 

I regret the actions that you and Mr. Gilman have taken today, 
evidently — I just received your notice — that you are filing a resolu- 
tion calling for the extension of the period which is contained in the 
statute limiting the issue of decertification to 30 days from the date 
of notice by the President. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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March 24, 199S 


REPRESENTATIVES GILMAN (R-NV) AND MICA (R-FL) 
ANNOUNCE PROPOSAL TO DE-CERTIFY MEXICO'S DRUG 
STATUS 


Washington, DC -- Representative Benjamin A. Gilman, Chairman of 
the House International Relations Committee and Representative John L. 
Mica, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug 
Policy and Human Resources, today announced that they will introduce a 
resolution that overturns President Clinton's decision to "certify" the 
Government of Mexico as "fully cooperating" with the United States in the 
drug war. 

By law, the president must judge the performance of all major drug 
source and transit countries by March 1 of each year. Congress can overturn 
the president's decision within 30 days of the president's decision. The 
resolution put forth by Representative Gilman and Representative Mica has 
a provision that states "For purposes of section 490(d) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1 96 1 , this joint resolution shall be deemed to have been 
enacted within 30 calendar days after February 26, 1 999." This section 
effectively extends the 30-day window for Congress to consider and to build 
the record evaluating the president's decision to certify Mexico’s drag 
control efforts. Mexico was certified by President Clinton on February 26, 
1999. 


Countries not certified as "fully cooperating," can lose some U.S. 
financial aid. Additionally, the United States is also required to vote against 
the country in all multilateral development banks. A number of trade 
sanctions are also available for use at the discretion of the president. The 
resolution includes language that would allow the president to waive the 
sanctions on Mexico if he finds it to be in America's national interests to do 
so. 
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Despits some of fee reports feat progress has been made against drug 
trafficking in Mexico, Mexico still has not si^sed a bilateral maritime 
agreement; and corruption remains a major impediment. Additionaliy, U.S. 
drug enforcement agents, unlike any other cooperating nation in the world, 
are not provided diplomatic immunity in order to adequately protect or 
defend themselves. The Government of Mexico has still failed to extradite a 
single major drug trafficker. 

Oilman stated that "no challenge is more important than this vital fight 
against illicit drup, especially in our own hemisphere. The president's 
decision to certify Mexico as 'felly cooperating' cannot and ought not stand 
unchallenged. We have included a national interest waiver in the resolution 
so that we can give Mexico the failing grade of "F' that they deserve for 
performance in fee war on drugs without them having to experience any 
adverse economic consequences." 

Mica stated that "fee certification process is a yearly process and each 
year the president's decision should be based on feat year's performance. 

This means that the performance fi-om previous years is not relevant and the 
promised progress for future years is also not relevant. The facts and results 
fiom last year are devastating. Of specific concern is feat cocaine seizures 
are down 35% and opium gum seizures are down 56% from 1997. 
Additionally, boat seizures last year were down 29% and not one major drug 
trafficker was extradited to fee United States. Drugs coming fiom Mexico 
undermine our communities, spread and finance gang violence. Without 
question, no country in the world poses a more immediate drug threat to the 
United States than Mexico. The drug issue should not be limited to 30 days 
of attention every year. It must remain at fee top of our agenda. We owe 
this to the American people." 

Co-sponsors of the resolution to date include Representatives James 
A. Traficant, Jr. (D-OH), Phil English (R-PA), Spencer Bachus (R-AL), Bob 
Barr (R-GA), John T. IJoolittle (R-CA), Duncan Hunter (R-CA), and Dan 
Burton (R-IN). 


- 30 - 
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Mrs. Mink. I feel that the whole issue of drug policy, and the 
scourge that it has become over the years within this country, is 
a responsibility that all nations have to deal with. It is properly ad- 
dressed by this subcommittee and by the full committee. I hope to 
be able to continue cooperating with you, Mr. Chairman, on that 
very course, because I do think it is an important area for our con- 
sideration. And I welcome the opportunity to hear from the wit- 
nesses today. 

I apologize, Mr. Chairman, as I may have to leave to testify be- 
fore the Rules Committee when my turn is called. 

In that connection, I ask unanimous consent that a letter from 
the Justice Department, from Dennis K. Burke, Acting Assistant 
Attorney General, be placed into the record at this point. It is 
merely calling to our attention the fact that some of the matters 
relating to Operation Casablanca is in a trial status with it com- 
mencing before the U.S. District Court in the Central District of 
California on Monday, March 29 . And they are asking us to exer- 
cise caution and discretion in the testimony and comments and 
questions that we might ask, with reference to that investigation. 

Mr. Mica. Without objection, that will be made part of the 
record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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UJi. Uepartment oi jnsuce 

Office of Legislative Afiirs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney Genenl 


WeahlngiOH, D.C 20530 

March 23s 1999 


The Honorable John L. Mica 

Chairman, Subconmittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20S15 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I have been informed that Operation Casablanca will not be 
the primary focus of the Subcommittee's hearing on March 24, 

1999. However, It is nevertheless likely to become a subject of 
the hearing through the presentation of testimony by a retired 
United States Customs Service Special Agent who participated in 
that investigation. 

I want to advise you and the Members of the Subcommittee 
that the trial of the first case arising out of Operation 
Casablanca is scheduled to commence before the United States 
District Court in the Central District of California on Monday, 
March 29, 1999. As I am certain that neither you nor any Member 
of the SubcpKimlttee wishes in any to jeopardize the prosecution 
of this Isfiortant case or to impair the rights of the defendants, 
I urge the Subcotanittee to exercise caution and discretion in 
receiving testimony or otherwise commenting on the facts and 
circumstances of the underlying criminal investigation. 

We appreciate the Subcommittee's interest and cooperation in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis K. Burke 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


ec: The Honorable Patsy Mink 
Ranking Minority Member 


TOTS. P.ffi 




11 


Mrs. Mink. The second matter that I would like to have placed 
into the record at this point relates, again, to Operation Casa- 
blanca. And it is from the Commissioner of Customs, Raymond W. 
Kelly, a letter dated March 23 , addressed to you, the Honorable 
John Mica, chairman of this subcommittee, and goes to the matter 
of the March 16, 1999, New York Times article, which he wishes 
to have clarified. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Mica. Without objection, that will also be made part 

Mrs. Mink. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mica [continuing]. Of the record. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Patsy T. Mink and the informa- 
tion referred to follows:] 



12 


THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 


March 23, 1999 



Honorable John Mica 
Chairman 

House Government Reform Subcommittee on C riminal Justice^ 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 2Q515 

Dear Chairman Mica: 

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to meet with me last week to discuss 
matters involving the Customs Service. I greatly appreciate the support you have given to 
Customs. 

With reference to Operation Casablanca and the March 16, 1999 New York Times article, 
I want to clarify for the record certam inaccurate statements. As you are aware. Operation 
Casablanca was an exceptional demonstration of the work conducted by Customs agents 
to bring down individuals involved in money laundering. I am extremely proud of the 
Customs accomplishments in this case. 

Statements made in the New York Times article alleging that Administration officials 
prematurely closed down the case so that a high ranking Mexican governmental official 
could be protected, are blatantly false. The decision to close down the undercover aspects 
of Casablanca was based on operational security concerns and the fact that the undercover 
operation had accomplished what it had set out to do. The operation had gone on for 3 
years. During that lime, numerous targets were identified who were directly involved in 
money laundering activities. However, as time went on, our undercover agents and 
confidential informants were being placed at risk, particularly since details of Operation 
Casablanca had become known to the press. As a result, senior officials at Treasury, 
Customs, and Justice, including senior Customs agents and career prosecutors in the field, 
were very concerned about Customs personnel being compromised and their lives being 
placed in jeopardy by continuing the investigation. As you may know, this Operation had 
already resulted in one Customs undercover agent being shot in New York. 

Allegations made in the New York Times article alleging that the case was brought down 
so that U.S. officials could keep a high ranking Mexican government official from being 
investigated as part of the case, is grossly untrue and irresponsible. While assertions of 
money laundering by high ranking Mexican government officials surfaced, at no lime, was 
^y evidence developed that could substantiate these allegations. 


REPOirr DRUG SMUGGLING TO UNITED STATES CUSTCMfS SERVICE l-800-BE-AlERT 
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As I stated, we at Customs are very proud of the success of Operation Casablanca. It 
resulted in the seizure of over $ 1 00 million and the indictment of three Mexican financial 
institutions and 1 12 individuals. And, as evidenced by passage of H.Con. Res. 288, 
Congress also believes that Operation Casablanca was a resounding success which will 
have a material impact on the ability of Mexican and Colombian drug cartels to launder the 
proceeds of their iUegai activities. 

I hope this information will put to rest any further concerns about this case. I am available 
to brief you on further details involving Operation Casablanca, if you so desire. 



Raymond W. Kelly 
Commissioner 


cc: Ranking Minority Member 
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Statement of Rep. Patsy T. Mink, Ranking Member 
Subcommittee on Criminat Justice, Drug Policy, 
and Human Resources 
March 23, 1999 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 would like to join you in welcoming our 
witnesses today. 

Two of our witnesses are here to testify about ailegations of drug- 
related corruption, both on the Mexican side and U.S. side of the border. 
This kind of corruption, fueled by million of dollars in drug profits, is an 
equal opportunity affliction. As our witnesses will attest, it is certainly not a 
problem peculiar to Mexico. Indeed, between 1991 and 1998, our 
Department of Justice prosecuted and convicted 50 U.S. law enforcement 
officials of drug smuggling-related offenses. And our border law 
enforcement agencies, recognizing that it is a major threat, have made the 
effort to fight drug-related corruption a top priority. 

We wilt hear today from two witnesses who can describe, in different 
ways, the extent of drug-related corruption here and in Mexico. Jeffrey 
Weitzman, a current Canine Enforcement Officer with the U.S. Customs 
Service, believes that we are not doing enough to root out corruption within 
the ranks of our own law enforcement agencies. He will apparently tell a 
story “ which was widely reported on 60-Minutes, in the Washington Post, 
and in other media more than three years ago - about how he and his 
drug-sniffing dog, working at the Otay Mesa port of entry in 1990, 
discovered more than 8,700 pounds of cocaine hidden in a propane tank 
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truck. He will tell us how his immediate supervisor allegedly took steps to 
prevent inspection of the tanker and the arrest of the driver; how these 
allegations were investigated by the Customs Service Inspector General, 
the Customs Service Office of Internal Affairs, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and a federal grand jury; and how profoundly dissatisfied he 
was (and is) with the adequacy of those investigations. Finally, he is 
expected to describe how he and his family have suffered personally from 
what he believes be a code of silence protecting corrupt law enforcement 
officers. 

We will also hear from William Gately, a very distinguished retired 
special agent of the U.S. Customs Service who led Operation Casablanca. 
This three-year operation was the largest drug money laundering 
investigation in the history of U.S. law enforcement and exposed an 
alleged money laundering relationship between certain Mexican banks and 
the Cali and Juarez drug cartels. Although Operation Casablanca resulted 
in the arrest of 168 individuals, including 22 bankers from 12 of Mexico’s 
largest banking institutions, Mr. Gately reportedly believes that 
administration officials prematurely ended the probe to protect a senior 
official of the Mexican government. 

Because Mr. Gately is the sole witness here to testify about these 
matters, I ask unanimous consent to include in the record a March 23 letter 
from Raymond Kelly, the Commissioner of Customs, to Chairman Mica. 
That letter reads, in pertinent part; 
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Statements made in the New York Times article 
alleging that Administration officials prematurely 
closed down the case so that a high ranking 
Mexican governmental official could be protected, 
are blatantly false. The decision to close down the 
undercover aspects of Casablanca was based on 
operational security concerns and the fact that the 
undercover operation had accomplished what it had 
set out to do. The operation had gone on for 3 
years. During that time, numerous targets were 
identified who were directly involved in money 
laundering activities. However, as time went on, 
our undercover agents and confidential informants 
were being placed at risk, particularly since details 
of Operation Casablanca had become known to the 
press. As a result senior officials at Treasury, 
Customs, and Justice, including senior Customs 
agents and career prosecutors in the field, were 
very concerned about Customs personnel being 
compromised and their lives being placed in 
jeopardy by continuing the investigation. 

Commissioner Kelly goes on to say: 

Allegations made in the New York times article 
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alleging that the case was brought down so that 
U.S. officials could keep a high ranking Mexican 
government official from being investigated as part 
of the case, is grossly untrue and irresponsible. 

While assertions of money laundering by high 
ranking Mexican government officials surfaced, at 
no time was any evidence developed that could 
substantiate these allegations. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important that we strive on this Subcommittee to 
develop a full and fair picture of what happened in this operation. In doing 
this, however, we must be mindful of the first trial set to begin March 29 in 
California, and Mr. Gately may be a witness in those proceedings. I have 
here a letter from Dennis K. Burke, the Acting Assistant Attorney General 
for Legislative Affairs, asking that the Subcommittee “exercise caution and 
discretion in receiving testimony or otherwise commenting on the facts and 
circumstances of the underlying criminal investigation.’’ I ask unanimous 
consent that this letter be included in the record as well. 

Our first panel of witnesses will discuss the profound impact that 
heroin and methamphetamine abuse are having on communities in Texas 
and Iowa. It is a very serious problem, one that is getting worse by the 
day, and I look forward to hearing your testimony. 
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Mr. Mica. I thank the gentlelady. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mica. Yes? 

Mr. SoUDER. A parliamentary question — I just read Mr. Kelly’s 
letter. It seems that the New York Times article ought to he in- 
serted because it doesn’t really make sense unless 

Mrs. Mink. Yes, with that addition 

Mr. Mica. Without 

Mrs. Mink. I ask unanimous consent that the New York Times’ 
article also be placed into the record. 

Mr. Mica [continuing]. The New York Times’ article by Mr. Gold- 
en will also be made part of the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Top Mexican Off-Limits to U.S. Drug Agents 

By TIM GOLDEN 

W ASHINGTON -- Early last year, as undercover U.S. Customs 

agents neared the of the biggest investigation ever conducted 
into the illegal movement of drug money, bankers working with Mexico’s 
most powerful cocaine cartel approached them with a sturailng offer. 

The agents, posing as money launderers 
from Colombia, had insinuated themselves 
de^Jy into the Mexican undenvorid, 
helping the traffickers hide more than $60 
million. Now, money men working with the 
cartel said they had clients who needed to 
launder Sl.15 bilHon more. The most 
important of those clients, they said, was 
Mexico’s powerfol defense minister. 

The customs agents didn't know whether 
the money really existed or if any of it 
belonged to the minister, Gen. Enrique 
C^vantes, officials said. But having heard 
about American intelligence reports 
pointing to corruption at high levels of the 
Mexican military, the agents were mystified 
by what happened next. 

Rather than continue the undercover 
operation to pursue the deal, Clinton 
administration offtciais ordered to shut it 
down on schedule several weeks later. No 
further effort was ever made to investigate 
die offer, and officials said prosecutors 
have not even raised the matter with the suspects 
guilty and are cooperating with the authorities. 

"Why are we sitting on this kind of information?" asked the former senior 
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customs agent who Isxl the undercover Willtam F. Gateiy. "[fs either 
because we’re lazy, we're stupid, or the poUtica! will doesn't exist to engage in the 
kind of investigation where cur law-enforcement efforts might damage our 
forei^ policy." 

Senior admmistration.officials denied that foreign policy influenced their 
decision to end the operation, saying they were mov^ primarily by concerns for 
its security. They also emphasized that the agfmts were un^le to verify the 
Mexican traffickers’ claims. 

Other officials of the administration, which has based much of its Mexican drug 
strategy on collaboration with Cervantes, said they are confident that he is above 
reproach. A spokesman for the Mexican Defense Ministry, Lt. Col. Francisco 
Aguilar Hernandez, dismissed the traffickers' proposal as self-serving lies. 

But a detailed account of the case -- bas^ on confidential 
government documents, court records and dozens of 
interviews - suggests that U.S. officials walked away 
from an exbraoidinary opportunity to examine allegations 
of the official comiption that is considered the main 
obstacle to anti-drug efforts in Mexico. 

For nearly a decade, American officials have been 
haunted by the spectacle of Mexican officials being 
linked to illicit activities soon after they are embraced in 
Washington. And just weeks before the customs 
investigation, known as Operation Casablanca, ended last 
year, administration officials received intelligence reports 
iiKlic^ng that the Mexican military’s ties to the drug 
trade were more serious than had been previously 
thought. 

But when faced with the possibility that one of 
Washington's critical Mexican allies might be linked to 
the traffickers, the officials gave the matter little 
consideration. They said they opted for a sure thing, 
arresting mid-level traffickers and their financial 
associates and at least disrupting the money laundering 
system that drug gangs had set up. To reach for a general, 
they said, would have added to their risks with no 
certainty of success. 

"Obviously it was a significant allegation." Customs 
Commissioner Raymond W. Kelly said in an interview. 

But he added: "There was skepticism about it. Was it 
puffing? It just was not seen as being -- 1 won’t use the 
word credible — but it wasn’t verified.” 

Taking Stock: Arrests, Indictments and Drug Money 


The Hunters and 
Their Prey: 
Characters in a 
Complex Drama 
of Deception 

The Tai^ets 

AMADO CARRIL.I.O 
FUE.MTES 
Former head of the 
$0>caUed Jusrez cane!, 
Mexico's most powerful 
drug smuggling 
operation. Bribed senior 
military and police 
orneiaisto protect his 
operutions. Died after 
plastic surgery in July. 
1997. 

JUAN JOSE 
CASTELLANOS 
ALVAREZ TOSTADO 
Juarez cartel lieutenant 
responsible for money 
laundering activities; 
negotiated deals with 
undercover Customs 
teem. Protected in 
Mexico by men 
identified as federal 
police agents. Now a 
fugitive, thought to be 
living in Mexico. 

VICTOR ALCALA 
NAVARRO 
Juarez cartel operative 
who worked closly with 
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When senior administration officiais minounced die sting 
last May 18. they took a triumphant inwntory: die 
indictments of three big Mexican banks and b»ikers from 
a dozen foreign banks; the arrests of 142 su^sects; the 
confiscation of $35 million in drug profits and the 
freezing of accounts Holding S66 raiiliori more. 

The officials claimed the success as the r^lt of a 
longstanding administration fight against money 
laundering. But Gately. who retired from the Customs 
Service on Dec. 3U said his investigation ran a gantlet of 
resistance from the start. 

The Justice Department, uncomfortable with cases in 
which undercover agents laundered more money for drug 
traffickers than they ultimately seized, were imposing 
new limits on the time that such operations could run and 
the money they could launder, officials said. And though 
the restrictions did not apply to Customs, a branch of the 
Treasury, Justice Department officials continued to play 
strong, skeptical roles in supervising cases throughout the 
government. 

One federal official, svho spoke on the condition of 
anonymity, admitted that he initially dismissed Gately's 
plan as a nonstarter. ’’You're out of your mind,” the 
official remembered saying. 

Several colleagues said it was the sort of response that 
Gately, 49, tended to see as a challenge. A decorated 
fornier Marine who enlisted for service in Vietnam at the 
age of 1 7, he had already been at the center of several 
cases that mixed internal struggle and public success. 
Friends and critics described him in similar terms: driven, 
sometimes abrasive and unusually creative. 

After leading an investigation that revealed lies between 
the Italian mafia and Colombian cocaine cartels. Gately 
co-wrote a 1994 book about the case, ’’Dead Ringer,” that 
him as a lonely crusader surrounded by small-minded 
bureaucrats. ”It is the story of one man who refused to 
succumb to corruption,” the prologue reads, "who 
l^lieved in his oath and mission, and the consequences he 
l»id for believing in what he was doing." 

As the senior customs drug investigator in Los Angeles. 
Gately said, lie first heard from an informant in 1993 
about an important shift in the way that Mexican and 
Colombian drug traffickers were converting their cash 
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the Customs team, 
arranging pickups of 
drug money, in the 
United States and 
introductions to cotrupt 
Mexican bankers. Jailed 
in Los Angeles. 

The Undercover 
Operation 

"JAVtER RAMiREZ" 
Pseudonym of 
Colombian source who 
worked with 
undercover Customs 
agents. Posed as the 
head of a money 
laundering operation 
run out of a dummy 
front company in a Los 
•Angeles suburb. Made 
mbre than S2 miiiion 
■for his undercover 
work . 

WILLIAM F. 

GATELY 

Former senior Customs 
investigator in Los 
.Angeles, developed and 
led Operation 
Casablanca. Battled 
with senior officials 
skeptical of the plan. 
Recently retired after 
being called back to 
Washington and given a 
desk job. 

JOHN HENSLEY 
Customs chief in Los 
Angeles. Officials said 
he accused Gately of 
stealing money and 
other abuses that were 
investigated and found 
baseless. Received 
S20.000 Presidential 
award for Casablanca 
and other cases. 

The Administration 

JAMES £. JOHNSON 
Undersecretary of the 
Treasury for 
Enforcement, helped 
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into funds that could be freely spent. 

The informant said traffickers were depositing their 
money with corrupt Mexican bankere, who sent it back to 
them in almost untraceable c^hier's ch^ks drawn on the 
American accounts that the Mexican banks used to do 
business in the United States. 

Gateiy hoped his informant could infiltrate that system - 
collecting illicit cash from drug wholesalers in the United .. 

States and then wiring it to corrupt bankers in Mexico. 

The bankei^ would issue drafts for the money, and 
customs would develop evidence against suspects on both 
ends of the transaction. 

Many customs officials, however, were skeptical that the 
ruse would work. Drug-enforcement agents wanted to use 
the informant in another case. One federal prosecutor 
opposed using him at all because he had a criminal past 
and threatened to Indict him in a lO-year-old case. 

Even when Gateiy was eventually able to recruit another 
infotmanL a Colombian known by the pseudonym "Javier 
Ramirez,” a senior Justice Department official, Mary Lee 
Warren, pressed him to limit the operation's scope, Gateiy 
and othe^ said. 

"What she wanted to know was, when was this going to 
be over?" he recalled. "What was our endgame?" 

Getting involved: U.S. Operatives Meet a Kingpin 

In November 1995. Colombian drug contacts introducal 
the undercover agents to Victor Alcala Navarro, a 
representative of Mexico's biggest drug mafia, the so-called Juarez cartel 

The customs agents, posing as money iaunderers from a dummy company called 
Emerald Empire Corp., began picking up the Mexican's profits and laundering 
them as planned. 

In Febniary 1997, at meetings in Mexico, Ramirez was intro(Juced to Alcala's 
boss. A few months later, the customs infonnant found himself chatting by phone 
w ith the head of the cartel, Amado Carrillo Fuentes. 

Over scores of meetings and milUon-dolIar deals, the traffickers grew more open 
about the official protection they enjoyed in Mexico, law-enforcement officials 
and govonment documents indicate. 

At one meeting in Mexico City on May 16, 1997, the traffickers brought along 16 
federal police .agents as bodyguards. At another meeting, a man who identified 
himself as an official of the Mexican attorney general's office picked up $ 1 .7 


RAYMOND \V. 
KELLY 

Fonner New York City 
Police chief, now 
Customs 

Commissioner. Was the 
Treasury 
Undersecretary 
overseeing Customs 
during Casablanca. Said 
he did not extend the 
investigation to pursue 
the purported SI .1 S 
billion deal because 
there was no hard 
evidence that it was 
real. 

ROBERT E. RUBIN 
Treasury Secretary who. 
despite concerns about 
politics! fallout, ordered 
the undercover 
operation to go forward 
without informing 
officials at the State 
Department, the 
National Security 
Council or the Mexican 
Covernment. 
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an Assistant Secretary. 
Said to have warned 
officials involved in the 
case not to mention the 
name of the Mexican 
Defense Minister unless 
they could prove his 
ip.vftivemem. 
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miliion in cash, including $415,000 that the maJeRXjver agents had brought for 
the cartel boss himself 

During a later meeting in New York, Alcala told the agents that like Mexico's 
drug-enforcement chief, who had been arrested for collaborating with the Juarez 
cartel, the defense minister, Cervantes, was in league with the competing Tijuana 
cartel. 

Customs officials said they remained skq>tical of what the agents heard, 
including the traffickers' claim that Carrillo Puentes had actually faked his own 
death in 1997. But in December 1997, Ramirez invited Alcala to Colombia for an 
elaborately staged meeting that seemed to raise their partnership to a new level. 

At a heavily guarded hacienda overlooking Bogota, an informant acting as 
Ramirez's Colombian boss, Carlos, said he and his partners had $500 million of 
their own to launder. They wanted to know whether the Mexican bankers used by 
Alcala's boss, Juan Jose Castellanos .■\!varez-'Tostado, could help. 

"Alvarez called us right back," Gately recalled. "He said, 'Let me send you my 
very best people, and we will get it done.' " 

On March 6, 1998, Alcala arrived with several businessmen at the tastefully 
furnished offices of Emerald Empire in an industrial suburb of Los Angeles. This 
time the businessmen brought a big deal of their own. 

One of the men, David Loera, said he knew "a general" who had $150 million in 
Mexico City to invest. Would Ramirez - who had told the traffickers he owned 
part of a Nevada casino used to launder money — care to help? 

Over the next six weeks, according to government documents and the accounts of 
Gately and several officials, the deal was discussed in three more meetings and 
three telephone conversations between Ramirez, the undercover agents and the 
traffickers. All of the contacts were secratly tape-recorded and transcribed, 
officials said. 

In one call, two senior investment managers at Mexico’s second-largest bank told 
the customs operatives that the money belonged not just to "a general" but to the 
minister of defense. Later, the two Mexicans advised Ramirez that the minister 
was sending "his daughter" (a woman later said to be a friend) to meet with them, 
along with an army colonel and a third person. 

However, the investment managers said, the amount to be laundered was much 
more than they had discussed: the minister had $500 million in cash in New York 
and another 5500 million in the Netherlands, in addition to the S 1 50 million in 
Mexico City. 

Customs officials said they queried the CIA. which works closely with the 
Mexican military on drug-control and other programs. The CIA responded tersely 
that they had no such information about Cervantes, an assessmelit that other 
officials have since reiterated. 
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But while Cervantes has not been a focus of su^icion. Mexican and American 
officials said several senior generals close to him have been under scrutiny by 
investigators from both the Mexican attorn^ general’s office and a special 
military intelligence unit. 

On Feb. 6, analysts atthe Drug Enforcement Administration briefed Attorney 
Genera! Janet Reno on intelligence indicating dial senior Mexican generals might 
indeed be cooperating with Carrillo Puentes' organization, officials said. And in a 
separate customs case in Houston, undercover agents had been approached about 
laundering millions of dollars for an unnamed Mexican army general, officials 
said. 

^ On April 9, Alcala visited Emerald Empire with a cousin, who had just returned 
from Mexico with a message. "He was very ner\'ous about the deal," Gateiy said. 
”He said it could be very dangerous if it got screwed up, because the money 
belonged to ‘all of them, including the president,' " Ernesto Zedillo. (A 
spokesman for Zedillo, David Najera, dismissed the claim as baseless.) 

Later that month, Gateiy went to Washington to brief officials including Kelly— 
who was then about to take o% er the Customs Sers ice after overseeing it as the 
Treasury Undersecretary’ for Enforcement. 

"Kelly said, ’How do we know it’s really him?' " Gateiy recalled, referring to 
Cervantes. 

”I told him, 'We don't know,’ *' Gateiy said, " 'We can't substantiate it. But we 
have no reason to believe they're telling us anything other than what they know.* 

"They weren't trying to impress us, they were trying to make deals with us," 
Gateiy added. "So whoever had this money, I thought it was worth pursuing - 
whether it was the defense minister of Mexico or somebody we'd never heard of." 

People familiar with the discussions said they did not go much further. The 
general's supposed emissaries were to meet Ranurez in Las Vegas on April 22. 
They did not arrive, and the traffickers reported that they had gotten nervous. 

Kelly acknowledged that he had been pressing for months to wrap up the 
investigation; he said he had grown increasingly concerned that information 
about it might leak out. endangering the undercover agents. The final sting had 
already been postponed twice because federal prosecutors were still preparing 
indictments. 

James E. Johnson, who succeeded Kelly as undersecretary and has closely 
supervised Treasury’s relationship with Mexico on enforcement issues, added a 
cautionary note that several officials said seemed to underscore his concern for 
the political stakes/Unless the agents had proof of Cervantes’ role, several 
officials quotal him as warning, they should not bandy his name about in 
connection with the case. 

"We need to be very careful about how we talk about this sort of thing," a senior 
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law-enforcement official, who would not speak for attribution, quoted him as 
saying. "If we don't have the goods, it makes us took like we’re overreaching." 

Avoiding Pitfalls: U.S. Agents Begin Fretting Over Leaks 

The operation had already navigated a series of sizable obstacles. 

Gately and some other agents were worried that their boss in Los Angeles, John 
Hensley, had leaked information about the secret operation to congressional aides 
and others; Hensley had also pressed hard to bring the operation to an end, 
officials said. 

For his part, officials said Hensley had accused his strong-willed subordinate of 
transgressions ranging from traveling without authorization to stealing millions 
of dollars. Kelly acknowledged that the charges were investigated and found 
baseless; Hensley declined any comment. 

As discussions about the supposed $1.15 billion were going on, the undercover 
operation also suffered a serious setback with the capture of a key Juarez 
operative in Chicago. The arrest brought money deliveries to a halt while the 
cartel hunted for a mole. 

On Saturday, May 1 6, more than two dozen Mexican traffickers, bankers and 
other operatives who had been invited to the United Slates by the undercover 
t^m were rounded up in San Diego and at the Casablanca Casino Resort in 
Mesquite, Nev-. And -offieiais said whatever thoughts they had that the allegations 
about Cervantes might be pursued were dropped in the diplomatic backlash that 
followed. 

While the Mexican authorities were asked to arrest about 20 suspects indicted in 
the case, they initially located only six. One was the partner of Loera, the fugitive 
businessman who first proposed the deal with "the general.” The partner was 
found dead in a Mexican jail from injuries that the police described as 
self-inflicted. Alvarez-Tostado has never been found; his deputy, Alcala, awaits 
trial in Los Angeles. 

Soon after the operation, American officials said, they showed the Mexican 
government some oftheir information on apparent corruption in the case. They 
said th^ kept silent about more explosive evidence to avoid exacerbating the 
furor that had broken out over their decision not to warn Mexico about the 
operation. 

Still, the officials said that none of the information was ever pursued, and the 
Mexican attorney general. Jorge Madras Cuellar, obliquely dismissed the 
allegations in a little noticed statement issued last July. 

Madrazo said in an interview that the Americans told him only about unnamed 
-- federal agents and a money laundering scheme Involving "a general who had a 
daughter." He said the name of Cervantes, who has no daughter^ was never 
mentioned. 
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“With the information that they gave me, what could I possibly have done?" 
Madrazo asked. "Gone and looked for a general with a daughter?" 
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Mr. Mica. Thank you, and we understand you will be back and 
forth — we appreciate it. 

I would like to now recognize the Chair of the International Rela- 
tions Committee for an opening statement, the gentleman from 
New York, Mr. Gilman. 

Mr. Gilman. I thank the chairman for yielding, and I want to 
compliment Chairman Mica and our colleagues on this Sub- 
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources 
for your important interest, sustained interest, in this vital issue 
of Mexico’s cooperation and our common fight against illicit drugs. 

Today’s hearing to discuss Mexico’s role in fighting drugs, hope- 
fully, will help us establish a record of performance that few objec- 
tive observers would call “full cooperation,” as President Clinton 
certified on February 26. 

Mr. Chairman, let there be no mistake; the annual drug certifi- 
cation issue is still important. Earlier this week, as you know, I 
joined with you, Mr. Chairman, as a chief co-sponsor, introducing 
a resolution of disapproval of Mexico’s certification as “fully cooper- 
ating.” Our Committee on International Relations will take a care- 
ful and considerable examination on how we should next proceed, 
with regard to that resolution. 

The Mica-Gilman resolution, which has a waiver of sanctions 
built in, will also extend the 30 calendar days we normally have 
to act from the date of certification by the President. The resolu- 
tion’s text states that, “for construction purposes, it shall be consid- 
ered and acted within 30 days of the actual certification of Mexico 
on February 26, 1999.” Congress still has time to consider dis- 
approval, and we ought to give it very serious consideration. 

My concerns with Mexico’s performance in our fight against 
drugs are numerous. The record this committee and the Inter- 
national Relations Committee have established over the last sev- 
eral weeks earn Mexico a failing grade. 

For example, no major drug pins have been extradited to the 
United States. Seizures are down; the flow of cocaine, black tar 
heroin, marijuana, and methamphetamine into the United States 
continues unabated. The DEA, unlike elsewhere in the world where 
nations are fully cooperating with our fight against drugs, still has 
not been given diplomatic immunity to carry weapons. They must 
be able to protect themselves in this dangerous and hostile environ- 
ment, where the drug dealers are often better armed and more 
powerful than the Government. And in some instances, the police 
are openly protecting the drug dealers. The corruption and penetra- 
tion, by the cartels, of elite Mexican anti-drug units we established 
together, has put us back to square one in our common fight. 

Three of our former Presidents have identified drugs as a major 
national security issue facing the United States. 

Today, most of those illicit drugs are entering our Nation 
through our border with Mexico. We need the cooperation of our 
neighbor to the south in this common struggle that threatens ev- 
eryone’s national security. 

So, again, I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank this com- 
mittee for its leadership and willingness to call it like it is, without 
fear or favor. And I look forward to working with you in this effort. 

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentleman from New York. 
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I am pleased to recognize Mr. Sender, from Indiana. 

Mr. SOUDER. I have no opening 

Mr. Mica. I am pleased then to recognize Mr. Ose, from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Ose. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, am grateful for the 
privilege of being here. 

I want to harken back to our trip to South America. If I could 
find one instance where the individuals that we have been able to 
identify, and that have also been identified by our neighbor to the 
south — if I could find an instance where the heads of the cartels, 
such as those individuals, were to be extradited to the United 
States, in response to our requests, based on the evidence we have 
developed — if a single instance of that could be shown to me, I 
would be far more receptive to the idea of not going forward with 
this. 

However, I know of five such individuals, as we learned on our 
trip — they are listed in here somewhere — that we have requested 
extradition on, that we have virtually irrefutable evidence that 
they are involved in trafficking, and for which we have had no posi- 
tive response for our requests. 

If this is the only way to get attention to this matter, I am will- 
ing to do it. 

I don’t have anything further to add. 

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentleman. 

If there are no further opening statements at this time, I am 
pleased to welcome our first panel of witnesses. We have two wit- 
nesses; one is Chief Theron Bowman, who is chief of police, from 
Arlington, TX. The other is Sheriff Ted G. Kamatchus — 
Kamatchus? 

Mr. Kamatchus. “Kamatchus.” 

Mr. Mica. “Kamatchus.” 

Mr. Kamatchus. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. And he is sheriff of Marshall County, lA. 

Part of the purpose of this panel is to examine the impact of 
drugs coming out of Mexico into our communities. There are rep- 
resentatives from two areas — the Midwest and the South — here to 
provide us with their background and information. 

Gentlemen, this is an investigations and oversight subcommittee 
of Congress. And, in that light, we do swear in our witnesses. So 
if you wouldn’t mind, please stand to be sworn? 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Mica. The witnesses, the record will reflect, answered in the 
affirmative. 

Since we only have two of you, we won’t be as tight with the tim- 
ing, but normally we try to limit the time of oral testimony to 5 
minutes. If you have lengthy statements or additional material you 
think would be pertinent to the record, it will be, upon request, en- 
tered as part of the record of this hearing. 

With that, I am pleased to welcome you both, and I would like 
to first recognize Chief Bowman, chief of police, from Arlington, TX. 
You are welcomed, sir, and recognized. 
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STATEMENTS OF CHIEF THERON BOWMAN, CHIEF OF POLICE, 

ARLINGTON, TX; AND SHERIFF TED G. KAMATCHUS, MAR- 
SHALL COUNTY, lA 

Chief Bowman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the committee. I 
appreciate this opportunity to come before you and testify. 

First of all, my name is Theron Bowman. I am the chief of police 
in the city of Arlington, TX. Arlington, TX, population approxi- 
mately 300,000, lies in the heart of north-central Texas, equi- 
distant from Dallas and Forth Worth. The Dallas/Fort Worth met- 
ropolitan statistical area consists of 16 counties and has a popu- 
lation of over 4 V 2 million people. The area is serviced by four major 
interstate highways. It is home to the Dallas/Fort Worth Inter- 
national Airport and several local and regional airports. In 1997, 
DFW Airport serviced 60 million passengers. It recently became the 
world’s busiest airport in total aircraft operations. 

Now, a well-developed infrastructure of commercial enterprise, 
transportation networks, and international finance attracts illicit 
activities into the north Texas area. International air and highway 
corridors facilitate the distribution of narcotics into the region 
where they are distributed or shipped to other points in the East, 
the Midwest, or the Northeast United States. 

Analysis of the U.S. drug seizure data indicates that metham- 
phetamines, cocaine, marijuana, and heroin trafficking into north 
Texas is on the increase. A large quantity of these drugs are se- 
creted in vehicle compartments and are smuggled across the Mexi- 
can border from Laredo along 1-35 or through Houston along Inter- 
state 45. According to the North Texas High-Intensity Drug Traf- 
ficking Area Task Force, 40 Mexican drug trafficking organizations 
constitute the major source of drug trafficking into north Texas. 

Heroin use in our area is an emerging threat throughout north 
Texas, as demonstrated by a rash of recent, well-publicized heroin 
overdoses in Plano, TX. Now, Plano is a Dallas suburb. It ranks as 
the fifth fastest-growing city among cities with populations of at 
least 100,000 people. During the past 5 years, since 1994, 17 her- 
oin-related deaths have been reported in Plano; 13 of those deaths 
have occurred since January 1, 1997, and all of those are — the ju- 
venile deaths are — the victims are a part of the juvenile population, 
the deaths are believed to be the result of heroin’s recent high-pu- 
rity level, which DEA lab tests revealed to be as high as 76 per- 
cent; traditional purity levels, on the other hand, are between 1 
and 6 percent. 

So north Texas serves as a critical transshipment point for her- 
oin traffickers especially. Recent investigations reveal that traf- 
fickers use north Texas as a primary distribution point for Okla- 
homa, northwestern Louisiana, and southwestern Arkansas. Dal- 
las, for instance, was the point of origin for two recent large nar- 
cotics seizures. 

In August 1997, a Nashville, TN police department seized 16 
kilograms of 96 percent pure Colombian heroin en route to New 
York from Dallas. In June 1998, 17 kilograms of 92 to 94 percent 
pure heroin were seized at DFW Airport. Intelligence identified a 
combination Colombian and Mexican smuggling organization as 
moving heroin via commercial aircraft from Bogota, Colombia, to 
Reynosa, Mexico, and then across the Mexican/United States bor- 
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der to McAllen, TX. The heroin was then moved from McAllen to 
New York City via DFW Airport. 

On June 13, 1998, an individual was arrested with 5 V 2 pounds 
of Mexican black tar heroin on a Greyhound bus en route to Dallas 
from the Rio Grande Valley, and then in July 1998, 9 pounds of 
white heroin were found by a Memphis, TN, task force officer in 
a suitcase on a Greyhound bus that originated in Dallas. 

These and other significant seizures suggest that north Texas 
has become a strategic point for the movement of heroin, as well 
as a national distribution center. 

Now local law enforcement agencies in north Texas — and I be- 
lieve around the country — are losing the battle against illegal drug 
trafficking. The Greater Dallas Council on Alcohol and Drug Abuse 
last year had a 300-percent increase in reported heroin addiction 
at their central intake system. The percentage of youth seeking 
substance abuse treatment who cite heroin as their drug of choice 
has increased 650 percent during the past 3 years. After a con- 
sistent 10-year decrease in youth substance abuse, there is a dis- 
turbing 3-year trend now in increased use of illegal drugs by ado- 
lescents. Drug and alcohol problems are either primary or contrib- 
uting factors in over 70 percent of 900 individuals served each 
month through the psychiatric emergency room at Parkland Hos- 
pital in Dallas, TX. So for 1996 to 1997, in Dallas County, 63 per- 
cent of all males arrested for any crime, and 55 percent of all fe- 
males arrested for any crime, tested positive for at least one drug 
in their system. 

Metropolitan areas today are marginally impacting demand 
through multi-agency narcotics task forces, but I believe that there 
must be a sustained and focused effort on supply, or on eradicating 
the supply, of drugs for local law enforcement agencies to have any 
real effect on the drug problem. 

Now, during my 16-year tenure as a law enforcement officer, I 
spent part of that time working as a narcotics officer. And as a nar- 
cotics officer, I had the opportunity to meet Glen. 

Glen, when I met him, was married, had a job, a family, and 
cared for his elderly mother. He also was one of the heroin addicts 
that I met and made cases on. When I met Glen, he was dealing 
Mexican brown heroin and marijuana. But within 2 weeks of the 
time that I met him, he had started using $20-daily quantities of 
heroin. A week later, the cost of this heroin habit had increased to 
$100 a day. Glen subsequently lost his job; he lost his family. He 
burglarized his mother’s house; he stole from his wife, and within 
3 months, Glen was burglarizing an estimated 10 houses per night, 
plus committing 3 to 5 robberies per week, just to support his $750 
per day heroin addiction. We looked for Glen; he had dropped out 
of sight. He spent every waking moment he could supporting his 
heroin addiction. 

But Glen was lucky because we finally found him. We caught up 
with him; we arrested him and placed him in jail. He did not lose 
his life, but too often now we see in our neighborhoods and commu- 
nities kids who are not so lucky. 

Kids are dying from overdosing, and primarily on heroin. Such 
is the case with 20-year-old Todd, who injected at the Dallas home 
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of his older brother. Todd was transported to a Dallas hospital and 
later pronounced dead. 

After a night of drinking, popping pills, taking heroin and co- 
caine, 13-year-old Derrick was found unconscious in his bedroom. 
He was later pronounced dead at an area hospital from an overdose 
of heroin. 

Twenty-one-year-old Aaron was found in his apartment by his 
18-year-old girlfriend and later pronounced dead at a hospital. A 
plastic bag containing about 3 grams of a black substance was 
found in the apartment. And Aaron had a baby son. 

Eighteen-year-old Stephanie was found lying on her back on the 
couch in the living room in her home. A neighbor unsuccessfully at- 
tempted to resuscitate her. She was pronounced dead at the scene 
by the medical examiner. And she had had problems with drugs 
throughout her life. 

So the flow of illegal drugs, primarily through Mexico, from the 
Mexican border into United States households, has cut a giant 
swath right through north Texas, from working-class neighbor- 
hoods to wealthy suburbs. In the words of the Fort Worth Star 
Telegram, “more and more young users, still dangerously naive 
about the heroin drug, find it cheap, plentiful, and powerfully ad- 
dictive.” Most law enforcement officials would agree that narcotics 
abuse has reached an epidemic level. 

So the ongoing competition in north Texas between Mexican and 
Colombian traffickers for the heroin market creates an ideal cli- 
mate for narcotics trafficking. This competitive environment has in- 
creased supply, has raised purity levels, and lowered prices for 
black tar heroin and other kinds of drugs in north Texas and most 
of the other United States. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mica. Chief Bowman, we thank you for your testimony. 

I am pleased now to recognize Sheriff Kamatchus — Kamatchus? 

Mr. Kamatchus. Kamatchus. 

Mr. Mica. We have heard a little bit about what is going on close 
to the Mexican/United States border and the northern part of 
Texas. And we would like to hear your perspective coming from the 
heart of America, Marshall County, lA. 

Mr. Kamatchus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the 
committee. I am very honored to have an opportunity to come be- 
fore you today. 

My name is Ted Kamatchus; I am the sheriff of Marshall County, 
lA. It is a county of a little over 40,000 people. It is in the center 
of the State of Iowa, center of the “heartland of America,” “bread- 
basket of America,” if you will. It is a small, rural community of 
about 23,000 to 25,000 people. It is diverse; we have industry, we 
have agriculture, and frankly, over the last 5 to 6 years, we have 
found that we have methamphetamine trafficking at a very high 
level. 

Today, I want to have a chance to talk to you about the problem 
as we see it, the growth that we have seen, and to leave here with 
a better understanding that the Federal Government is going to do 
something to deal with the problem. 

I have had the opportunity in my 22-plus years in law enforce- 
ment to work the streets, to work undercover, kick doors, to do a 
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lot of the grunt work that we take for granted sometimes in law 
enforcement. I have had a chance to lay in a ditch and watch a 
meth lab on Christmas Eve. I have had a chance to see people dete- 
riorate. 

You see, a sheriff in a rural part of a country, we are very much 
involved in our community. We are elected by the people; we serve 
the people, directly. Every day we see them, whether it is on the 
street or in the coffee shops. We see their kids. And I have had, 
time and time again in the last 5 years, a chance to see individuals 
that have become addicted to this methamphetamine and see them 
deteriorate, wilt away and, quite frankly, become a detriment to 
our society, feeding off of our society. 

In the 1980’s, we saw cocaine become kind of the drug of choice 
in Iowa. All the way through the 1960’s, 1970’s, and 1980’s there 
has been marijuana. In the 1990’s, heroin has begun to pop up, but 
it was hard to really get. Marijuana still was there. And I remem- 
ber working hand in hand with the State and the National Guard 
in the marijuana eradication programs that were very, very pop- 
ular then. It was at that time, that we began the Mid-Iowa Drug 
Task Force in our area; it is a four-county drug task force. It was 
funded by BYRNE, as it is today — a very important program. 

In the last 5 years, however, it has gone from marijuana to meth- 
amphetamine as the drug of choice. It has gone so much that, in 
the last year in our county — the small county it may be — of the 
2,500 inmates that were booked into our jail facility, 92 percent of 
those had substance abuse problems. And of that 92 percent, ap- 
proximately 80 percent were directly tied to methamphetamine. 

I want to tell you about a problem that 5 years ago our Mid-Iowa 
Drug Task Force seized a total of 3 ounces of methamphetamine. 
Last year, we seized over 60 pounds — a substantial increase. We 
began seeing this increase. We began wondering, “Where in the 
world is it coming from? What is going on with it?” We began to 
gather intelligence and work with the State and Federal authori- 
ties. And what we found out was, quite frankly, sickening. 

We have had an influx of a Hispanic community of about 5,000 
to 7,000 people into our area. These people are directly related to 
working in the fields and to a packing plant which is our largest 
employer in Marshalltown. The overwhelming majority of this 
group are hardworking individuals that have come across the bor- 
der or come from the southern part of the country to have a chance 
at building a good life for themselves and their families. My par- 
ents are immigrants — my mother from Germany, my father from 
Greece — and I respect the fact that somebody wants to come here 
to make a good life for themselves. 

But along with that group, came the prowl on methamphet- 
amine, not from the group as a whole, but from an infiltration of 
individuals who have been actually filtered in randomly amongst 
that group. And, frankly, as many of you probably are very well 
aware of, it is very difficult to tell the players without a program. 
We didn’t have very many Spanish-speaking people in our commu- 
nity, much less our law enforcement agencies. Our jails — we would 
get people in and it was very, very difficult. It has been a hurdle 
that we are still attempting to overcome. 
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But what we began to understand was that these individuals 
that were infiltrating this mass hiatus of individuals that have 
come into our community, actually were individuals who were fi- 
nanced from south of the border. They were people who were delib- 
erately put into our area. 

Marshalltown is in the center of the State of Iowa. It is 25 miles 
east of Highway 35 — Interstate 35. It is 25 miles north of Inter- 
state 80. It is in the middle of the country. It is almost directly 
equal between Des Moines and that area of about 350,000 people, 
Waterloo/Cedar Falls, with a population of about 140,000, and 
slightly more than 60 miles from the Cedar Rapids/Iowa City area. 
It puts us very, very centrally located, not just in our State, but 
in the country. 

And what we began seeing, through our intelligence gathering, 
from the Mid-Iowa Drug Task Force, and through our increased ef- 
forts in working with the State and Federal Government, was that 
this infiltration that was beginning to occur was coming not just 
from within Iowa, not just from the southwestern part of the coun- 
try or from Texas, but actually from south of the border. 

About a year and a half ago now — about 15 months I guess it has 
been actually — I was approached by a gentleman by the name of 
Dan McGraw, from U.S. News and World Report. He came to inter- 
view me about the methamphetamine trouble that we have in 
Marshalltown, lA, and in Iowa, in general. I was a little baffled 
about why he would come to Marshalltown to talk to me. I am on 
the Board of Directors of the National Sheriffs Association, and I 
serve very proudly representing them — the over 3,000 sheriff's in 
this country. I didn’t know if it was driven by that or if there really 
was a problem. Obviously, we had seen a problem, but we weren’t 
sure that it was any different than it was elsewhere in the country. 

What he told me was a story that has been confirmed by the Ad- 
ministrator of the DEA, Thomas Constantine, when we met with 
him about 11 months ago in his office with a group of citizens from 
Marshalltown. That is, there are no less than three direct fingers 
from the Mexican drug cartels into Marshalltown, lA — three peo- 
ple, or three direct lines, from south of the border. The DEA is 
aware of it, and in the last several months, the last approximately 
year, we have been very lucky to have been granted High-Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Area status and began to work more intensely on 
a broader level than what BYRNE or our drug task force granted 
us. We are HIDTA now, and we have been able to work more in- 
tensely with the Federal Government. 

All that working together has brought us an enormous amount 
of intelligence, and it has allowed us to do a better job at policing 
our area. But it is very scary when you think that in rural Iowa, 
where people don’t lock their doors, without fear of — at least if 
somebody burglarizes your house, you know who it is going to be 
and you can go to their door. I have been in this almost 23 years 
now, and the time that I have spent in Marshalltown as a police 
officer, and as a sheriff now in my 12th year, we usually have been 
able to know who those people are. But with this new infiltration 
of individuals from south of the border it makes it very difficult to 
track. 
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What we found out was, Mr. McGraw indicated, there were these 
three drug cartels that had direct pipelines to us — one of those 
being the Enisqua cartel. Working with the State, other local agen- 
cies, the State agency, and the DEA, we are very happy and very 
honored to have an opportunity to work with them and to see that 
the Enisqua’s were actually put aside. I believe though, however, 
that they still are in Mexico, and I believe the Mexican Govern- 
ment — and correct me if I am wrong, and you will have better testi- 
mony than from me, as mine is third-hand on this — ^but the Mexi- 
can Government refuses to turn them over to the United States. 

You know the problem is not just border-oriented. If we think 
that we are going to be able to stop this stuff as it comes across 
the border, all of it, it is impossible to do that. We have to make 
a very broad effort. We have to make an effort that is going to in- 
volve dealing with the addicts. Our community has 27 agencies 
that deal with substance abuse, domestic violence, and youth vio- 
lence. See, it is a necessity now in Marshalltown, lA, because we 
are seeing that these groups are coming in, and they are utilizing 
our youth. I can think of several teenagers in the last year that we 
have gone ahead and apprehended, no less than seven in our small 
community, that have been involved with drug trafficking. 

There are three families that have come to mind — Rosales, 
Costellanos, and Hernandez. And I say these names, not because 
all people with that name are bad, because that is not the case in 
Marshalltown, and I am sure it is not the case elsewhere in this 
country. But in Marshalltown, lA, there were over three distinct 
families that, at one time, our intelligence indicated were bringing 
anywhere from 50 to as much as 150 pounds of meth through our 
community a week. 

Mr. Hernandez, the elder brother, we apprehended off on a 4- 
pound buy. Along with it, we got weapons. He later turned State’s 
evidence; it is a well-known fact. He was put out on probation and, 
ultimately, is now doing Federal time for violation of that proba- 
tion. 

We thought we had a big effort, that this was a big dealer, 4 
pounds of meth in little Marshalltown, lA. Little did we know that 
10 months later, we would have an individual who was an inform- 
ant for us, a white — with my guys in the street — [laughter] — with 
all due respect, would like to think of someone of a drug, mopey- 
type of person, a guy that you would not trust very well, go, while 
he was wired, to another Hernandez, a brother, and have fronted 
to him, 10 pounds of methamphetamine. No money exchanged 
hands, just a front. That is over $100,000 given to this person that 
you would not trust in this room with all the rest of us here — 10 
pounds, $100,000. “Here take it. Don’t forget, by the way,” he said, 
“you still owe me $10,000, too.” 

When you start to see drugs change hands like this, you have to 
really wonder, “What kind of money is involved here, that a person 
can do that without being too concerned?” Later on, search war- 
rants were levied, and we found an additional 20 pounds of meth 
in this individual’s home, and $266,000 in cash. 

The Costellanos’ family is another family. With this family, we 
took IV 2 pound of meth on a delivery off of their 16-year-old broth- 
er. And we began to find out that his young friends were lookouts 
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for these groups — they ride around on their bicycles, and give 
warnings. As a matter of fact, we went in and we bought from 
Costellanos. And we raided this particular house three individual 
times within the last 8 months — I might say without finding any- 
thing out during our raids, other than just basic scale on occasion 
and some very minor things. We were going to do an 8-pound buy 
from Costellanos. All he could come up with was 4 pounds of meth- 
amphetamine. We had $100,000 worth of cash on hand. We told 
him we wanted to buy more. He went to an arch rival group of 
his — the Rosales family — to get 4 more pounds for us. We found out 
that the Rosales — who we had really no indication was even in- 
volved with it at that point — was actually a bigger than any of the 
other two I have mentioned to you today. This is the type of thing 
that is continuously going on. 

I have listened to the testimony from Arlington, which is a large 
city by Dallas/Fort Worth, and I have had a chance to sit in, as a 
board member of the National Sheriffs, and hear sheriffs in much 
larger counties than Marshall County talk about large quantities. 
And we read all the time about multiple-kilo buys. But when we 
start to see this type of poison coming into the heartland of Amer- 
ica, when we start to see our increases go up, anywhere from 40 
to 50 percent just on our methamphetamine substance abuse com- 
mittals. When I can sit as sheriff and see individuals deteriorate 
before my eyes, people I have known that were from good fami- 
lies — it needs more — it needs to be addressed harsher. 

And more emphatically, I guess the last thing is that it is very 
difficult, when you have five people that work on a drug task force, 
and the overtime that goes out, the taking people away from their 
families, their wives, their kids. Case in point — on Christmas Eve, 
we raided a meth lab in our county, and then to turn around and 
have them see that favorite status is given to the Mexican Govern- 
ment — that they are helping us fight, stand by side-by-side in this 
fight, and knowing what we know, and seeing what we see. And, 
quite frankly, I am not afraid to say it turns my stomach, as it does 
those other people in Marshall County, lA. There is no purpose in 
that. Until those people can show you, the Congress of this United 
States, that they are willing to work with you — I cannot see that 
occurring. 

Basically, my point to the committee is simple. I would like to 
just read this closing statement, and then we will call it — America’s 
heartland should be free of drugs, and Mexico is not a friend of the 
United States in drug enforcement and counter drug policies. My 
experience has shown that Mexico provides safe havens for gangs 
and cartels that terrorize Marshall County, the heartland of Amer- 
ica, and all the United States. 

Mexico sends the vast majority of crank across the border, either 
as refined meth all ready for sale or as precursor chemicals ready 
for a lab. Our experience in labs in Iowa and the Midwest has 
shown that these labs actually supplement the addiction problem 
that has been garnered and brought forth originally by the Mexi- 
can sales. When our agency begins to knock down Mexican sales, 
and they begin to go down in quantity and purity, the labs fire up, 
because it is addicts, as a rule, that make enough for themselves 
in a sale to survive. That is the type of labs we are seeing in Iowa. 



36 


Either way, the result is the same — strung-out kids doped up on 
methamphetamine, teeth deteriorating, bodies deteriorating, ath- 
letes no longer good athletes. 

We need a Federal commitment, not just words, not just what we 
have heard for the last — this administration and administrations 
before about the war on drugs, but a legitimate commitment to 
make this a war, to put the money forth that is necessary. We can- 
not simply hope to interdict every pound of meth at the borders; 
that is an unrealistic hope. It is too broad of a border. Instead, we 
should focus our efforts on keeping our kids safe in their homes 
and communities, allowing them to grow up healthy and drug free. 
That means we must have Mexico as a faithful partner, a true 
partner, in the fight against drugs. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify. I look forward 
to working with the committee to resolve this problem — not just in 
Marshall County, because it is not just in Marshall County, lA; we 
are just seeing it, and that is why I brought it before you today — 
but the rest of this country. And I will be open to any questions 
you might have. Thank you very much. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kamatchus follows:] 
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The Testimony of SherilT Ted Kamatchus 
Before the Committee on Government Reform 
Subcommittees on Criminal Justice* Drug Policy and Human Resources 
March 24, 1999 


Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee; 

My name is Ted Kamatchus and I am the Sheriff of Marshall County, Iowa. I would like to thank the 
members of this distinguished panel for inviting me to Washington to share my experiences with you 
regarding the national methamphetamine problem. Make no mistake about it. We are facing one of the worst 
drug problems America has ever confront^. In the 1980's, the drug of choice was cocaine. In die early 
1990’s, we faced aheroin epidemic and now at the close of the century and the millennium^ we confront 
efforts to legalize marijuana and we confront an in^nationai invasion of methamphetamine. 

Meth or crank is one of the greatest challenges we face as law enforcement ofEicers. Meth labs are highly 
toxic, environmental disasters. The chemicals used in the production of crank are volatile and enforcement 
activit>’ at a lab must be handled extremely cautiously. One wrong move could touch off an explosion. As 
sheriff, a locally elected law enforcement official, I have a unique perspective on this new epid^c. I have 
been to meth labs. I have been on drug raids and I have purchased crank by the pound in undercover 
operations. I have seen firsthand how this highly addictive drug destroys our kids and I have had to visit too 
many homes to try to explain to parents that their teenager just died of an overdose. We must do something 
to stem the tide of illegal drugs, especially meth. 

Marshall County is one of the 99 counties in Iowa with a population nearly 40,000. Our county is rural and 
we are located just outside Des Moines. My office has the primary law enforcement authority in every part of 
the county with a jurisdiction of just under 600 square miles. Our economy is based largely on agriculture, 
especially livestock. Ilie average per capita personal income in the county is roughly $22,000, which 
represents an increase 4.4 percent over the past ten years. Marshalltown, the county seat, is home to our 
largest employer, Swift and Company Meat Packing. As you can see, Marshall County is a typical American 
county in every respect except Mexican drug lords have targeted us, seeking to pollute our children with 
crank. 

Y our focus on this issue is especially. critical as we near the deadline for congressional action on the 
certification of Mexico. While international politics and foreign affairs are die exclusive provinces of 
Congress and the President, I would respectfully submit to you diat Mexico should not be considered an ally 
in the fight against methamphetamine. Marshal! County does have a meth problem and there is no denying it. 
And I believe a large portion of this meth infestation is the result of Mexico’s negligence and resistance to 
vigorously pursue and apprehend known drug lords, kingpins and others who export this filth to America’s 
youth. We will never be able to control illegal drugs if the cartels and gangs have free reign in Mexico. 

While we do havc.some local meth labs, we face the greatest saturation of drugs from Mexico through their 
cartels, gangs and mafias. The Mexican connectiem is easy to follow. With increased global communications 
and transportation, drug lords and cartel kingpins can control operations in Marshall County from remote 
locations in Mexico. 

Imagine a kingpin sitting back at a desk in an ornate office in a high-rise building in any Mexican city. The 
drug lord simply makes an encrypted telephone call to his siAordinates ordering the shipment of meth to 
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Manhali Cowity. With that me telq>hoi» call, tl^ can coordin^ and maaa^ evey stage of die 
operation from a safe location south <rf' die boi^. IliKe is no fear of being appml^<kd by the Mexican 
imthoriti^. At this poiz^ the kin^in has fee (^ti<m of moving felly refined crank tea% for distributioa 
amtss fee border tn* can precursor cl^^als across fee bord^ to his safellite labs iit fee United 
States, (hie drug loi^ wife <«ie morning phoite call can luve tens of crank en route to Marshall Coun^ Itefere 
fee Chicago M^tantile Exchange dc^ without ever leaving fee ctxnfort of fee carters Mexican 
headquarters! 

It seems te me that qk^ can turd must be done. That is why I led a dek^tion of state and local ofQciais to 
WashingtOB last to hei^tsai fee awareness of fee drug problem in tite h£d-West. Iowa, especially 

Mmshali County sbouM not have a mefepmblem. It is just not a part of traditional Mid-Wes^vdu^. We 
are dose and ti^-knit comnuini^ and we depoid on e^ for support. The cold realify, however. Is 

feat Mfudrali County is placed fee tfeadly scom’ge of drugs and we need te convince lite Mexican 

govenmi^t feat they must do more. The only reason we have a drug problem is because a Mexican drug lord 
selected Marshall County one a^moon by tawing a dart at fee map of fee United States. I don’t mean to 
be crass, but it is feat simple and feat random. 

Alfeou^ becoming discouraged is easy, I am happy to report to the Committee feat om delegaUon succeeded 
in bring federal support te Iowa. Afto* meetings wife DEA Administrator T<xn Constantine, Dennis 
Gie^ouse of ONIKiP and efeers in Washington's federal counter >drag community, we succ^fldiy added 
Marshall C^iunty' to fee Mid^West HIDTA. That will make my county eligible for fee associated benefits and 
fee increased focus of federal resources that come wife the HIDTA designation. Wife feis support, we have 
made some progress and we have disrupted fee importation, distribution and clandestine manufacturing of 
meth. We have also leceival enormous support £r<xn the DEA wife their Mtfeile EnfeHrcement Teams (MET) 
arxi fe^ have made other DEA resources available to us ferough the help of Special Agent in Char^ Dav% 
Lorino. Despite this coerdinated federal, state and local effort, meth remams a challenge and we continue to 
struggle against the Mexican drug regunes. 

My point to the Committee today is simple. Arnica’s heartland should be fiee of drugs and Mexico is nc^ a 
friend of the United States in drug enforcement and counter drug policies. My expeneoce has shown that 
Mexico provide safe havens for the gangs and cartels feat terrorize Marshall County. Me?dco fee vast 
miyonty of enmk anoss the bord^ as refined m^ ready for sale m as precursor chemicals bound for a 

lab. Either way, fee result is the same~stnuig out kids doped up on m^amphetaminc. We need a federal 
commitment to fight fee kingpins and we need a federal commitment to pursue fee delicate diplomacy 
required to engage fee Mexican authorities. We cannrH simply hc^ to interdict every pound of meth that 
crosses fee border. That is an unrealistic hope, histead, we should focus our efforts on keeping kids safe in 
their homes and communities, allowing feem to grow up healfey and drug free. That means we must have 
Mexico as a faithful partner in fee fight against drugs. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to tMtify. I loc^ forward to workiag wife fee committee to resolve this 
issue and I await any questions you may have. 
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Mr. Mica. Thank you, Sheriff. Thank you, Chief, also. 

Let me just ask a couple of quick questions. Chief Bowman, we 
have heard you talk about the problem you have experienced in 
your community and, as the sheriff said, you are a larger commu- 
nity. Can you tell me — for the record and for this committee — 
where the source of most of the heroin is coming from, into your 
community? 

Chief Bowman. Right. DEA records, seizure records, indicate 
that the majority of the heroin is either Mexican brown or Mexican 
black tar heroin, so the predominant source of illegal heroin in our 
community is coming across the Mexican border. 

Mr. Mica. All right. 

And in the last 2 or 3 years, are you seeing more or less? 

Chief Bowman. There has been an alarming increase in the 
amount of narcotics seen coming into the community. 

Mr. Mica. Illegal narcotics, including heroin, metham- 
phetamines, cocaine? 

Chief Bowman. Yes, all of the above, and marijuana, as well. 

Mr. Mica. Sheriff, what is the source of most of the methamphet- 
amine? You have already stated it; would you state it again for the 
record? 

Mr. Kamatchus. It is indicated to us by intelligence, and by fac- 
tual evidence that we have gathered at our local. State, and Fed- 
eral level, all confirming each other, that well over — it is over 90 
percent — approximately 92 percent, I believe it is, of the meth- 
amphetamine that comes into our area comes from south of the 
border. It comes from Mexico. We see the 

Mr. Mica. Sir, are you seeing over the last 2 or 3 years less or 
more of that illegal narcotic coming into Iowa? Less or more? 

Mr. Kamatchus. Far more. 

Mr. Mica. Far more. 

I really don’t have any more questions. I will yield to the ranking 
member. 

Mrs. Mink. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And both. Chief Bowman and Sheriff Kamatchus, I certainly 
want to express my very deep gratitude for the commitment that 
you have demonstrated in your testimony, with respect to, not only 
the appreciation of this terrible crisis in your communities, but 
your own personal involvement and commitment to safeguard your 
communities, particularly, our young people. 

That is certainly the issue which drives this subcommittee and 
the Congress. We want to find ways with which to deal with this 
issue. Only one aspect of our consideration is the matter of what 
to do to create a greater will in the Mexican Government to help 
us meet this crisis within the United States. I recognize that that 
is a legitimate issue. 

My concern since coming to this subcommittee, which is just this 
year, is to try to understand from the perspective of yourselves, as 
law enforcement officers, and from people who are knowledgeable 
about this issue in their communities, to what extent, greater ef- 
forts on the part of the Federal Government would help you inter- 
dict this narco-traffic that is coming into your community from 
wherever it is coming? 
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What, if you could just describe — the both of you — one specific 
area where Federal assistance would help you in your law enforce- 
ment responsibilities, that you would ask the Congress to do some- 
thing about. What would be that area of support that you would 
be seeking from the Federal Government? 

Chief Bowman, first. 

Chief Bowman. Yes, ma’am. Thank you for the question. Without 
any question, I would like to see us target and eradicate the sup- 
ply, the point of origin of these drugs. We are helpless, in many in- 
stances, when we focus on the demand, on the individual user 
level. And in many instances, all of our best efforts have only mini- 
mal impact. So I think if the Federal Government could really 
focus on eradicating the supply of the drugs, that would be of sub- 
stantial assistance to us. 

Mrs. Mink. Now when — following that argument, because that is 
the big issue 

Chief Bowman. Yes. 

Mrs. Mink [continuing]. And one which troubles me a great deal. 
When we talk about the supply, as a law enforcement officer in all 
these myriad — thousands of communities where we have all of the 
officers that are engaged in this drug issue, concentrating their ef- 
forts, we talk about the supply in their communities. To what ex- 
tent do you have the technical ability, the resource, to know, to es- 
tablish, to identify the sources within your community? And are 
you able to dislodge them, at least from your community, not to say 
the country, but are you able to target your efforts, with the Fed- 
eral Government’s assistance, to eliminate, eradicate, arrest these 
individuals who are the sources of supply within your community? 

Chief Bowman. Our experience in Arlington is every time we ar- 
rest a local dealer, someone else pops up to replace him or her. 
There is a constant supply of dealers — there is a constant supply 
of people willing to take on the profit motive in order to keep the 
drugs flowing into the community and into communities around the 
country. 

We are able to successfully identify those people one at a time, 
but because of the overwhelming supply of drugs continuing to 
come into the community, we can’t make any significant progress 
in totally eradicating the problem. 

Mrs. Mink. So the arrest of these individuals is sort of a futile 
effort because they keep coming with new faces? Is that generally 
the problem? 

Chief Bowman. Well, I don’t want to say it is a futile effort, be- 
cause we feel that every time we take one off the street, that is one 
fewer person out there that is dealing drugs. But we can’t, and we 
have not to this day been able to arrest everybody. What we 

Mrs. Mink. How many of these king-pins in your area have you 
arrested and are now serving time? 

Chief Bowman. Me, personally, or my department? 

Mrs. Mink. No, I mean your whole establishment. 

Chief Bowman. OK, I don’t have the exact numbers on all of the 
king-pins in my area that we have arrested. I have indicated some 
of the large quantities that we have seized. We have tracked some 
of the points of origin back into Mexico. In the Dallas/Fort Worth 
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area, we are continually arresting people who are deeply connected 
with the organizations, hut I don’t have an exact number for you. 

Mrs. Mink. Could you get a number to supply to the committee? 

Chief Bowman. I certainly can. 

Mrs. Mink. I thank you. I appreciate that. Thank you very much. 

Chief Bowman. Would you like over 3 years or 5 years or 

Mrs. Mink. Whatever is readily available. 

Chief Bowman. OK. 

Mrs. Mink. Three years would be great. 

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentlelady. 

Now I am pleased to recognize the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Ose. 

Mr. Ose. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mica. Then I will recognize the gentleman who is also the 
vice chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Barr, the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

And I would like to thank both the chief and the sheriff for being 
here today. I have somewhat of a connection with Iowa; both my 
wife and I were born in Iowa, so it is a pleasure to see you here. 

One of the jobs that brings me, to some extent here today, is 
those of a U.S. Attorney; I served as a U.S. Attorney in Atlanta, 
from 1986 to about 1990. When I took over as U.S. Attorney after 
being appointed by President Reagan in 1986, one of the major 
cases that that office was handling at the time out of Atlanta was 
a very unique case, a very unusual case. It was a case involving 
Mexican heroin. It garnered a lot of media attention at the time for 
several reasons; one, because it was a very large case, but, second, 
because it was so unusual back in the 1980’s to see Mexican her- 
oin. It was “gumball heroin” back then or “brown heroin.” Now- 
adays, it is not at all unusual to see these cases. And the fact that 
you all are here, bears testament to the changing character of both 
the drug war, as well as the prevalence of certain types of drugs, 
and I think it is very disturbing that we are seeing this direct pipe- 
line — not necessarily limited anymore to major international trans- 
shipment points such as Atlanta, but to communities, as you say, 
all across the heartland of America, including our border regions 
as well. And I appreciate you all’s efforts to assist with the prob- 
lem, both in your communities and by being here today to assist 
us on the national level. 

I did notice. Sheriff, that you mentioned Tom Constantine, the 
head of DEA. I have tremendous regard for him and for the men 
and women of DEA. And one of the things that the chairman and 
the rest of us are trying to do up here, federally, is to provide him 
more resources that he needs and the authorities that he needs. 
Despite some of the political problems that fester up here in Wash- 
ington that prevent some of these things from being implemented, 
we are constantly trying to work with them because they are doing 
a tremendous job. 

You make the statement. Sheriff, in your prepared remarks, 
“Mexico is not a friend to the United States in drug enforcement 
and counter drug policies.” That is a pretty direct and fairly pro- 
found statement, with which I happen to agree, not only based on 
what I know, serving as a Member of Congress, and serving on this 
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subcommittee and on the Judiciary Committee, as well, but also 
based on classified briefings that we have had recently which, obvi- 
ously, we can’t go into here. But those classified briefings have 
made it crystal clear to me that the problems with the Mexican 
Government are even more problematic. The corruption reaches, I 
believe, to the very highest levels, and the highest levels of our 
Government are not taking steps — even basic, elementary steps — 
to impress on the Mexican Government how seriously we take this. 
We are moving in the opposite direction, certifying them, not as 
somebody that is not only not cooperating, but making it more dif- 
ficult for our DEA agents, for example, and our sheriffs and police 
chiefs in this country to deal with the problem of trying to stem 
the tide of drugs coming in from Mexico. But they are making it 
harder for you to do that; they are making it harder for DEA to 
do its job by failing to even raise this to the level of an important 
foreign policy matter in our diplomatic negotiations with Mexico. 

So I appreciate very much your forthrightness in putting your 
finger on this problem. 

Would you. Chief Bowman, agree with that statement, that Mex- 
ico is not a friend to the United States in drug enforcement and 
counter drug policies? 

Chief Bowman. Yes. My experience as a police chief and a police 
officer seeing all of the drugs coming into our area across the Mexi- 
can border, I would have to agree with that statement regarding 
the narcotics. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. One of the things that you talked about — and perhaps 
both of you did — was the percentage of drug-related activity, or the 
prevalence of drugs being involved in folks that are arrested for 
crimes and that are in your jails and prisons. If you could, briefly, 
just summarize those percentages for me, both. Chief, and then the 
sheriff. 

Mr. Kamatchus. ok. Well, as I mentioned before, the arrests 
that we see coming into our jail facility, about 92 percent of those 
individuals are directly related to substance abuse of some sort. 
Burglars are trying to take care of a habit, to feed a habit. 

Mr. Barr. Have you noticed an increase in that over the past 10 
years or so? 

Mr. Kamatchus. I definitely have. There are two things that we 
have seen, though. Not only have we have seen an increase from 
around 60 percent to the 92 percent range in our area, not just the 
substance abuse, but we have seen a complete flip-flop. When I 
first took over as sheriff 12 years ago, alcohol was actually the sub- 
stance abuse of choice. People came in there because they drank 
too much, and that was a problem. Domestic violence was related 
to that. 

Now, all of a sudden, we are starting to see more and more of 
it that is coming up, these individuals are on methamphetamine, 
tied to methamphetamine, not necessarily as addicts, but somebody 
who maybe goes out and tries it, can’t handle the addiction, maybe 
wastes their money away trying to buy it, those types of problems. 
And they try to fund it through theft, through burglary. And, quite 
frankly, they are involved in domestic violence, and they are in- 
volved with child abuse. There is a whole plethora of things that 
this drug actually brings on to them. But that is what we are see- 
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ing, and about 92 percent and I think it is 86 percent, roughly of 
that group that is actually methamphetamine. 

Chief Bowman. And, of course, my numbers come from Dallas 
County, 1996 and 1997, 63 percent of all males and 55 percent of 
all females arrested in Dallas County during that period all tested 
positively for at least one drug. 

Mr. Barr. And can I ask unanimous consent just to ask one 
quick, followup question, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Mica. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Barr. Is methamphetamine a serious and increasingly seri- 
ous problem for you. Chief? And for both of you — again, you may 
have discussed this already but I think it is important — do you see 
a direct pipeline from Mexico to your communities involving meth- 
amphetamine? 

Chief Bowman. Absolutely. Methamphetamine is a very, very se- 
rious problem in our community as well. The abuse of that drug 
is apparent, although there are not as many deaths related to 
methamphetamine abuse. We do believe that methamphetamine 
and amphetamine abuse is the No. 1 drug abuse problem in our 
area. 

Mr. Kamatchus. In our area, obviously, methamphetamine leads 
the way, as far as the abuse of drugs. We recently received funding 
from HIDTA — we are part of the Midwestern HIDTA — and through 
that funding, along with BYRNE and through our Governor’s Alli- 
ance on Substance Abuse, with that money as it comes from those 
two organizations, we have not only been able to put manpower on 
and study it, but we have been able to track back and develop the 
intelligence that is necessary to track this type of stuff. 

Basically, methamphetamine is the most abusive drug that we 
are seeing. Through our connections with the DEA, through indica- 
tions or things that I have mentioned before like through the news 
media that came to Marshalltown to interview us, we see a direct 
pipeline back to those groups. And through, like I said before. Ad- 
ministrator Constantine, himself — their indication was that there 
were actually three fingers of drug cartels that had reached into 
Marshall County and the middle part of Iowa, in general. 

Mr. Barr. From Mexico? 

Mr. Kamatchus. From Mexico, sir; yes. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Mr. Kamatchus. Directly from south of the border. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Mr. Mica. Thank the gentleman. 

I would like to yield now to the gentleman, Mr. Hutchinson, from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I missed all of your oral testimony, but I have read your testi- 
mony, Sheriff, and I appreciate what you had to say. 

And I have been briefed. Chief, on your responses. I hail from the 
State of Arkansas, a rural area, and that has been mentioned as 
one of the areas where methamphetamine is headed, as it leaves 
your area. Chief. We have had problems with methamphetamine 
for some time. 

I wanted to ask a couple of questions of the sheriff. How large 
is your county? 
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Mr. Kamatchus. My county is approximately 45,000 people. We 
have had an influx of Hispanics between 5,000 and 7,000 in the 
last 5 years, so it is hard to say, but around 45,000 people. 

Mr. Hutchinson. What is the reason for the influx of Hispanics? 

Mr. Kamatchus. Primarily due to our packing plant. We have a 
meat-packing plant that employs right around 2,000 people. But 
not only that, the northern half of my county is very — well, I have 
been told at least — some of the best agricultural land in this part 
of the country. 

Mr. Hutchinson. All right. Sheriff, back in the 1980’s — I, like 
Bob Barr — was in Federal prosecution and methamphetamine was 
an increasing problem in Arkansas in the rural areas. We were get- 
ting the methamphetamine from the Bandita motorcycle gang — 
that was one of the cases I handled. It wasn’t coming from Mexico. 
It was a different supply source. And we had our own methamphet- 
amine that was manufactured in homemade labs. And so it was a 
problem before there was a pipeline from Mexico. 

Did you have that experience in your county, that you had a 
methamphetamine problem before this pipeline existed from Mex- 
ico? And, how has that complicated it? 

Mr. Kamatchus. Well, basically, the methamphetamine problem 
has been around, like you said, for years. It took a backseat in the 
old days, if you would, to marijuana, then to cocaine, and even her- 
oin began to pop up in our area. It was predominantly from bikers. 
We had the same situation. But most of the methamphetamine 
that we confiscated in those days was in grams and in ounces. It 
was a much smaller amount. And the purity of it that we saw at 
that point was not very high. It was usually in the 20 to 30 percent 
on the high side, mind you. 

Now what we are finding is some of the Mexican methamphet- 
amine that is coming in, that we know is tracked directly back — 
and I might add that we track this because we see them sending 
money south of the border, which is another thing that we are find- 
ing. Most of the methamphetamine that is coming to us has been 
in the 60-plus, actually as high as 78 percent methamphetamine. 
It is much higher. 

Mr. Hutchinson. The purity is higher? 

Mr. Kamatchus. It is higher, that is right. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And the precursor chemicals are not coming in, 
it is the finished product that is coming in? 

Mr. Kamatchus. You are exactly right. 

Now I might add one more thing here about the precursors and 
the labs. Iowa had over 300 labs last year that they took off in the 
State of Iowa. But predominantly, those labs are ounce labs to half 
a pound; they are small amounts. And all the intelligence that has 
been gathered from the arrests and the confiscation of those labs, 
has indicated that those are predominantly abuser labs. These are 
individuals who, basically, have developed a lab to take care of 
their own problem and maybe sell an ounce or two to make a buck. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Going back to the pipeline to Mexico, what is 
the distribution network that the Mexican drug dealers rely upon 
in your area? 

Mr. Kamatchus. In my area? 

Mr. Hutchinson. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Kamatchus. Predominantly, it is, frankly, the individuals 
that have been like migrated to us, the Hispanic individuals who 
migrated to us. We have had some of those that have been “mules,” 
going back and forth south of the border. They have come up to 
work in the packing plants. They store it in their vehicles. We have 
had some that have been shipped in to us by common carrier, but 
more often than not, it is just motor vehicle. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Is it confined — the sales and distribution and 
the network of methamphetamine distribution — to the Hispanics 
that have come up from Mexico to work in the packing plants, or 
does it go into the schools? Does it impact the whole community? 

Mr. ifiyviATCHUS. Yes. What I have talked to you about has been 
the bulk amounts. Beyond that, once it starts to filter out into the 
community, for street sales, then it goes in all segments, regardless 
of wealth, or schools. It spreads out throughout the whole commu- 
nity. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And I am sort of cutting you off a little bit be- 
cause I want to come 

Mr. Kamatchus. Yes. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Back to the chief Would you describe the dis- 
tribution network that you see from the Mexican pipeline? 

Chief Bowman. Right. I would describe our network as being a 
diverse network of people. We see distributors across every demo- 
graphic or demographically represented type of individual. It is not 
confined to Hispanic. We have African-Americans; we have Cauca- 
sians. We have the wealthy, as well as socioeconomically depressed 
individuals within the population along the distribution chain. 
There are some gang-affiliated distributions going on, as well. 
Some motorcycle gangs are part of the distribution chain. 

But we, too, primarily see a lot of vehicle shipments, a lot of the 
drugs hidden in compartments of cars, of trains, of trucks, of air- 
planes, to get the large quantities to the individuals who are, then, 
distributing it into the schools, into the neighborhoods, into the 
general population. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you. My time is up. 

Mr. Mica. I would like to yield. I think the gentleman from Geor- 
gia had an additional question. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Sheriff, I think you were mentioning being able to 
trace the money from your communities going back down to Mex- 
ico. How were you able to do that? 

Mr. Kamatchus. Well, the only way that we can do it, and sadly 
enough, it is a very abrupt wall. We see the money transfer. When 
we do search warrants on many of our raids that we have been 
able to do in the last years, time and time again from these drug 
dealers, we see transfers to other bank accounts and down to wire 
transfers into Mexico. 

It is my understanding — because, of course, Marshall County 
Sheriffs Office isn’t going down there to investigate it — ^but my un- 
derstanding from the DEA is that there really is no help from the 
Mexican Government in following up on those transfers. So, where 
it goes to, we know at least some money went somehow, and that 
is where we hit the wall with it. 
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Mr. Barr. Chief, with regard to your community, would it he ac- 
curate for purposes of these drugs coming into Arlington, to con- 
sider it a forward basing location? I mean all of the drugs that 
come in, don’t stay in your community, do they? 

Chief Bowman. Right. Right. 

Mr. Barr. Where do they go? And how do they leave your com- 
munity to reach these other locations? And what would some of 
those locations be? 

Chief Bowman. Right. We know for certain that the Dallas/Fort 
Worth, north Texas area is predominantly a transshipment point 
for narcotics going into New York and to Chicago and to other 
areas on the East Coast, into this area, to the Midwest, and to the 
Kansas area, to the Iowa area. We are a major transshipment 
point. A small amount of the drugs into our area is distributed 
within the area, but the majority of it is shipped out into various 
other regions of the country, primarily, north and east of us. 

Mr. Barr. Do you all work with INS in your communities? 

Chief Bowman. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Barr. Sheriff, do you work with INS? 

Mr. Kamatchus. Yes. My chief of police has actually testified be- 
fore Congress on that issue, working with INS, in the past, and we 
do work with them. The police department more than my sheriffs 
office, actually. 

Mr. Barr. One of the problems that we have seen that we are 
looking into up here is a gap between what Congress is directing 
through appropriations, for example, for interior enforcement 
through INS, and their support of local police and local sheriffs. We 
are seeing a gap between what we think is happening and have di- 
rected up here through funding and what happens actually in com- 
munities and districts and regions. And they are being told to cut 
back. In some instances, that we understand — I understand that 
they are being told not to move forward with certain operations in- 
volving Mexican methamphetamine and illegal aliens, for political 
reasons. 

Do you sense any of that in your communities? Or is the relation- 
ship with DEA as robust as it has always been? Do you see more 
of the resources in your communities through INS and their ability 
to help you, which would reflect the fact that we, in Congress, have 
appropriated more money for that? Or do you see something dif- 
ferent? 

Chief Bowman. My experience and our agencies’ experience with 
INS has been positive. We have an excellent working relationship 
with INS, and I think sometimes the INS officers are frustrated by 
the laws or the policies or the restrictions placed upon them, be- 
cause they, too, have problems finally resolving the immigration 
problems that they are faced with on a daily basis. But, in terms 
of cooperation, there is a great deal of cooperation, not only with 
the INS, but with the DEA and ATF and many other Federal agen- 
cies as well. 

Mr. Barr. I was talking primarily about their resources. We find, 
and I find, that there is always very, very good cooperation and a 
willingness to help out. But in terms of the resources that they 
have available, have you noticed any change? 
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Chief Bowman. I personally have not noticed any change. I can 
say in our area, our INS division trys to accommodate whatever re- 
quest that we have. If they are facing resource problems, it is an 
internal problem that they don’t discuss with me or with us. 

Mr. Barr. Sheriff. 

Mr. Kamatchus. I guess we have seen an increase in INS in 
Iowa. We have seen an increase in agents. But an increase in 
agents and building that working relationship, which we are, isn’t 
really where it is all at. It goes beyond that point. We have seen 
a huge cutback in the U.S. Marshals, for instance, where they 
aren’t receiving the cap funding and the funding for housing of in- 
mates. And the policy that came out of INS at the top levels, my 
understanding — and correct me if I am wrong in this — was that 
they were no longer going to put emphasis on illegal immigration, 
which I don’t have a problem with, frankly. I have a greater prob- 
lem, though, when they won’t deal with an individual until they 
are found guilty, and they are taken through the court system. And 
with a bottleneck at the Marshals, with them not being able to 
take them through the Federal court system because of the lack of 
funding to them, I am a little concerned about that. 

Frankly, the funding for BYRNE and for HIDTA, the funding for 
the Marshals — those are all things that are very important when 
you are talking about dollars and cents. And they trickle down to 
us, and those are very important pipelines that we can’t lose at our 
level. And we have to keep those things up. 

Immigration, yes; we have seen more agents, but if they don’t 
have any place to put them, what good does it do? 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mica. I want to take this opportunity to thank both of you 
for providing this testimony today and giving us a glimpse of what 
is going on in the heartland of America, and also in Texas, so close 
to the Mexican/United States border. We could probably call 100 of 
your colleagues from around the country and get a similar re- 
sponse, unfortunately. 

But we do thank you for your dedication to law enforcement and 
also for your cooperation with our subcommittee. 

We will excuse you at this time. 

Mr. Kamatchus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chief Bowman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barr. I would like to, Mr. Chairman, before, if I could 

Mr. Mica. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. The witnesses have mentioned BYRNE grants. It is 
my understanding, and I would like to confirm this with the chair- 
man, that the administration has zeroed out BYRNE grant moneys 
in this budget request. Is that correct? 

Mr. Mica. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Barr. That might be something that you all could help with. 

Mr. Kamatchus. Well, if I might have 

Mr. Barr. We are going to, also. 

Mr. Kamatchus. If I might have the liberty, sir, that will destroy 
our task force. We are funded by BYRNE; we don’t have the assets 
in rural America, in our county. If we don’t have BYRNE and 
HIDTA, you might just as well forget about it, and then I hate to 
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see where that is going to go. I know it is not just Marshalltown; 
it is rural America. 

I don’t know about the chief in Larger, but I know it has a defi- 
nite effect on us, not just enforcement, but education and all across 
the board. 

Mr. Mica. Well, again, we thank you for your testimony, both of 
you. We will excuse you at this time. 

I would like to call our second panel. We have Mr. Jeff 
Weitzman, who is a Canine Enforcement Officer with the U.S. Cus- 
toms Service, in the Orlando Field Division. We also have a former, 
recently former Agent of the U.S. Customs Service, Mr. William F. 
Gately. 

As I explained, gentlemen, to the other panelists in our first 
panel, that this is an investigations and oversight subcommittee of 
Congress. So if you would stand and raise your right hands. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Mica. The witnesses both answered in the affirmative. We 
will let the record reflect that. 

I would like to welcome you both now, and I think you both have 
unique perspectives on what you have seen relating to the narcotics 
problems. In particular, we are interested in the question of Mexico 
today. 

I recognize first, Mr. Jeff Weitzman, for your testimony. 

STATEMENTS OF JEFF WEITZMAN, CANINE ENFORCEMENT 

OFFICER, U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE, ORLANDO FIELD DIVI- 
SION; AND WILLIAM F. GATELY, FORMER AGENT, U.S. CUS- 
TOMS SERVICE 

Mr. Weitzman. Hello, and thank you for the opportunity to ap- 
pear before this subcommittee. 

My name is Jeffrey Weitzman, and I am a Canine Enforcement 
Officer for the U.S. Customs Service. 

I am not going to give a long opening statement because I would 
rather spend the valuable time answering questions for the sub- 
committee. 

For those of you who are not aware of who I am, I was the ca- 
nine officer depicted on “60 Minutes” in 1997. I was called into my 
supervisor’s office at U.S. Customs in San Diego and told to sign 
a propane gas truck loaded with approximately 4.3 tons of cocaine 
to the streets of our country. This incident happened in October 
1990. 

The seizure of coke was the largest in the history of the United 
States border with Mexico and is directly linked to a seizure of 21.4 
tons of cocaine seized in the community of Sylmar, CA, in 1989. 
This massive load crossed the U.S. border via Texas in numerous 
vehicles. 

These two intertwined loads expose the border’s role as a conduit 
for illegal substances entering the United States. Today the situa- 
tion has worsened. The price of cocaine has dropped significantly 
since my bust in 1990, and today we face a greater challenge. Our 
resources are failing to meet the threat. 
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The border has become a dam with leaks from California to 
Texas, and before the dam explodes, we had better act, and we had 
better act now. 

I open the floor to any questions you have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Weitzman follows:] 
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Testimony of Jeff Weitzman 
Before The SubcomimtlBe on Criminal Justice, 
E>rog Policy and Human Resources 


Hello and thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee. 

My name is Jeffrey Weitzman and I am a Canine Enforcement Officer for 
the United States Customs Service. 

I am not going to give a long opening statement, because I’d rather spend 
this valuable time answering questions for the Subcommittee. 

For those of you who are not aware of who I am, I was the Canine Officer 
depicted on 60 minutes in 1997. I was called in to my supervisor’s office at 
U.S. Customs in San Diego and told to sign a propane gas truck loaded with 
approximately 4.3 tons of cocaine to the streets of our country. This incident 
was in October of 1 990. 

The seizure of coke was the largest in the history of the border with Mexico 
and directly linked to 21 .4 tons of cocaine seized in the community of 
Sylmar, in California in 1989. This massive load crossed the U.S. border in 
Texas via numerous vehicles. 

These two intertwined loads expose the borders role as a conduit for illegal 
substances entering the United States. Today this situation has worsened. 

The price of cocaine has dropped significantly since my “bust” in 1990, and 
today, we face a greater challenge. Our resources are failing to meet the 
threat. 

The border has become a dam with leaks from California to Texas; before 
the dam explodes we had better act and act now. 
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Mr. Mica. I thank you for your statement. What we are going to 
do is, is that we will hear from Mr. Gately next, and then we will 
get into questions. 

Mr. Gately, we have read a little bit about some of your public 
testimony, at least as far as what has been published to date, and 
we are pleased to welcome you, and thank you for volunteering as 
a witness and providing us with your testimony today. 

You are recognized, sir. 

Mr. Gately. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com- 
mittee. I am here at your invitation. I have provided your staff 
with a resume of my Federal service which contains an overview 
of my experience 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Gately, would you mind just pulling that up a lit- 
tle bit closer? 

Mr. Gately. No, sir — which contains an overview of my experi- 
ence as a U.S. Marine and as a law enforcement officer. My career 
began in Washington, DC, as a second-generation police officer 
with the Metropolitan Police Department in 1971. In 1978, I trans- 
ferred to U.S. Customs as a Special Agent and served 21 years in 
major field offices in Washington State, California, Florida, and Ar- 
izona. In August 1992, I was transferred to the Special Agent in 
Charge Office in Los Angeles and assigned as the Assistant Direc- 
tor of the HIDTA Task Force. In April 1993, I was reassigned as 
the Assistant Special Agent in Charge of the Financial and Drug 
Smuggling Investigations Division of the Los Angeles Field Office. 
In that capacity, I also assumed the directorship of the Omega 
Task Force, a dedicated undercover investigative unit of U.S. Cus- 
toms. 

It was as the Director of the Omega Task Force, that I formu- 
lated the operational plan and later led the investigations which 
comprised Operation Casablanca. 

I want to state now that at no time during the planning, oper- 
ational, or prosecutorial phase of Operation Casablanca have I 
sought any forum to obtain publicity for myself or the investiga- 
tion. Up until the March 16, 1999, story published by the New 
York Times, I have not, although approached many times by jour- 
nalists and a writer, agreed to an interview. Mr. Golden of the New 
York Times made several attempts to interview me on or off the 
record more than 9 months ago. It was not until I retired from Fed- 
eral service, did I agree to meet with him. 

I told Mr. Golden then, and I tell the committee today, that ev- 
erything I share with you about Operation Casablanca can be 
verified by the record and by the evidence. In addition, there are 
Special Agents, auditors, contract forensic accountants, task force 
officers of the Customs Service, Federal prosecutors. Treasury, Jus- 
tice, and Federal Reserve officials who can, in part, corroborate 
what I tell you. 

In this regard, I will get to the point which I believe brings me 
here today as a witness. There are no less than 15 audio and video 
tapes of meetings and conversations, all of which have been tran- 
scribed, regarding the offer, as well as the subsequent negotiations, 
by potential targets of the investigation to engage in a transaction, 
the substance of which was to move $1.15 billion in illicit proceeds. 
These tapes contain the communications between four defendant 
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bankers, two Mafia members of the Juarez drug cartel, and the 
U.S. Customs Service confidential informant who engaged in exten- 
sive discussions regarding the movement of this money. Of course, 
the confidential informant engaged in these discussions at the di- 
rection of the U.S. Customs Service. 

As an example of the evidence contained in these tapes, it is in- 
disputable that the Secretary of Defense for Mexico was identified 
as one of the owners of the money on several occasions during the 
course of these meetings and conversations. It is in these tapes 
that you will find the evidence that would have led any reasonable 
person to conclude, as I did, that there was compelling evidence to 
continue the investigation. 

Let me relate to you, in some more specificity, why I believe 
these communications constituted credible evidence that deserved 
further investigation. 

Excuse me a second. 

Some have stated that the $1.15 billion offered to launder as il- 
licit proceeds was nothing more than bravado by unreliable crooks. 
However, Operation Casablanca was always about the laundering 
of drug proceeds by the Colombian and Mexican cartels through 
Mexican financial institutions and profiting from such activities. 

The individuals who presented the offer to launder the $1.15 bil- 
lion had already engaged in illicit activity connected to Operation 
Casablanca by laundering substantial amounts of drug proceeds 
and profiting substantially from the laundering activities to fuel 
their insatiable greed. 

One of the individuals, now a defendant, Victor Alcala-Navarro, 
had been associated with the operation since November 1995. He 
not only delivered the first banker to the operation, but he intro- 
duced the confidential informant to members of the leaders of the 
Juarez cartel, including Jose Alverez-Tostado, the heir apparent to 
the cartel boss following the reported death of Amado Carrillo- 
Fuentes. These introductions were not done for the purpose of im- 
pressing the confidential informant or undercover agents, but rath- 
er for the purpose of creating and expanding business alliances in 
an effort to make more money from illicit activity. 

One of Alcala-Navarro’s associates and also one of the Mafia 
members who engaged in negotiations regarding the $1.15 billion 
transaction was Ernesto Martin. Martin was motivated by the 
same factors as Alcala-Navarro — the need to make money, or the 
desire to make money, from the laundering of drug proceeds. He 
had also delivered a number of bankers to the operation who were 
ready, willing, and able to launder drug proceeds. And I will add, 
not in my statement, very instructive about it. 

It was these individuals who first brought to our attention the 
idea of laundering $1.15 billion, and who first made any mention 
of the ownership of that money. During the time the operation was 
engaged with Alcala-Navarro, Martin, and their boss, Jose Alverez- 
Tostado, there was never any indication that the information they 
were providing was false, misleading, or exaggerated. It is for these 
reasons that I concluded at the time, and still believe, that there 
was evidence sufficient to justify pursuing the transaction related 
to the $1.15 billion. 
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There has been a great deal said in defense of the Mexican Gov- 
ernment’s integrity and their level of cooperation in investigations 
such as Operation Casablanca. At the same time, I have been criti- 
cized for expressing my opinion to the contrary. 

In my opinion, Mexico and the word “corruption” are synony- 
mous. In Mexico, there is no line which can be drawn to separate 
the police and the prosecutors from the Mafia, the politicians from 
the Mafia, the government from the financial institutions, or any 
combination of these entities. 

The general population is helpless to change the system. A myr- 
iad of stories printed in every major news publication in Latin 
America can be counted on a daily basis refuting the truth of their 
alleged efforts. The most prevalent theme of all the stories during 
the mid-1990’s was Mexico’s emergence as the laundering center 
for billions in drug profits. But the most disturbing element of the 
stories was the complicity of their financial institutions — institu- 
tions regulated by the Salinas and now the Zedillo government. 

There was never a time in my 21 years as a Customs Special 
Agent where I believed that I could trust the safety and security 
of an investigation or place the lives of our agents in the domain 
of any member of the Mexican Government. Unlike politicians and 
diplomats, my experiences with the Mexican law enforcement offi- 
cials has occurred in the field — where the stakes are measured in 
life and death. This is not drama, it is reality. There has been no 
event or experience I have had, or know to have occurred with my 
peers, which instills in me a sense of trust in their ability to keep 
a confidence. 

Operation Casablanca was no exception. The banks in Mexico are 
regulated by the government. In that regard, our activity should 
have been ferreted out and exposed by the regulators who super- 
vise these institutions. The paper-thin contracts we established 
with each of these institutions were a sham. Even a cursory exam- 
ination of the transactions related to our relationship reeked of 
money laundering. 

What is even more shocking to me is that above my objections, 
prior to the initiation of this operation, I was required to brief 
Mexican officials at the Deputy Attorney General and the Assistant 
Secretary level in the Hacienda, or the equivalent of our Treasury 
Department. During these briefings, I offered them the evidence we 
had, which at the time indicated seven Mexican banks actively 
laundering drug proceeds for Cali cartel traffickers. I supplied 
these officials with the same presentation I gave our Ambassador 
James Jones, as well as actual copies of bank drafts issued by the 
Mexican banks which were directed to our undercover operation as 
part of the laundering process. 

As a criminal investigator with more than 29 years of experience, 
a success record in my field that is recognized by my peers and my 
superiors — despite what they may say behind closed doors — it was 
my recommendation that we continue the operation until we could 
gain sufficient evidence to develop a case against the conspirators 
identified in those tapes. 

I do not believe that until the article in the New York Times was 
published that anyone who remained in charge of Operation Casa- 
blanca subsequent to my removal, had reviewed or evaluated these 
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tapes and transcripts for their evidentiary value. In fact, I had 
transcripts of these conversations prepared at the time the con- 
versations took place for the explicit purpose of informing the chain 
of command of the events surrounding the $ 1.15-billion trans- 
action, and I personally briefed the chain of command on these 
events as they occurred. 

In my opinion — and I believe the facts and circumstances that 
are available will support such an opinion — this investigation was 
not pursued because of the numerous problems that developed and 
persisted during the course of Operation Casablanca. This is not 
my tale of woe. If I am at the center of these conflicts and accusa- 
tions, it is only because I was performing my job to the best of my 
abilities. I take full responsibility for all of my actions during the 
course of Operation Casablanca. I never believed it would be a task 
without great risks and problems — nothing in Government is, espe- 
cially undercover investigative operations. 

I will now summarize for you the various reasons, as I believe 
them to have occurred. 

One, during the planning and operational phases of Operation 
Casablanca, b^eginning in 1994 through May 18, 1998, I was con- 
fronted with a gauntlet of critics, disbelievers, and obstructionists. 
These individuals held positions in Customs, DEA, the FBI, and 
the Justice Department. The issues raised by them ranged from 
skepticism about our ability to deal on the levels outlined in the 
operational plan, to issues surrounding the political and economic 
impact of our investigation on Mexico. In their individual and 
sometimes collaborative efforts to serve an agenda that opposed the 
operation plan, they sought to block the initiation, limit the scope, 
and obstruct the progress of Operation Casablanca. In this regard, 
it is noteworthy that some of the disbelievers, and even an obstruc- 
tionist, became supporters of the operation. Regardless, the nega- 
tive energy produced by the remaining opposing forces was always 
present and had to be fought back at every stage of the investiga- 
tion. 

Two, for approximately 1 year prior to the May 1998 take-down 
of Operation Casablanca, John Hensley, the Special Agent in 
Charge in Los Angeles, continually leveled criminal accusations 
against me. Those accusations involved the alleged loss, misappro- 
priation, and theft of millions of dollars in drug proceeds and Gov- 
ernment funds related to the ongoing investigation. Although each 
accusation was thoroughly investigated and found to be baseless, 
he persisted in reinventing his spurious stories in order to discredit 
the operation and me. 

Beginning in the fall of 1997, Mr. Hensley leaked information 
about Operation Casablanca. At a law enforcement conference in 
Tampa, FL, Mr. Hensley provided information about the operation 
to a network news executive. Later in the investigation, Mr. 
Hensley invited several congressional staff representatives to Los 
Angeles to be briefed on a major undercover money-laundering in- 
vestigation. Upon their arrival, he not only paraded them through 
the undercover offsite which housed the Omega Task Force, he took 
them to the audio and video monitoring station of the undercover 
storefront. Emerald Empire. At this location, they were allowed to 
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view through the monitors the interior of the offices and the ware- 
house. 

Four, subsequent to a briefing regarding Operation Casablanca 
that I presented to, then. Under Secretary of the Treasury, Ray- 
mond W. Kelly, in late 1997, Mr. Kelly stated to all present that 
he would seek out and punish anyone leaking information to the 
media regarding the operation. A short time later, I believe Mr. 
Hensley, who was present at that meeting, and others he manipu- 
lated, provided Mr. Kelly with a copy of a book I authored in 1994. 
According to witnesses present, Mr. Kelly was told that I was not 
only the leak, but that I was dramatizing the facts about the inves- 
tigation, as well as the take-down plan in order to write a book. 

Five, there were two deliberate acts which I believe were in- 
tended to shut down our operations in Chicago and New York. I am 
convinced both occurred at the direction of Mr. Hensley and Mr. 
John Varrone, the Special Agent in Charge of the New York Field 
Office. On both occasions, orders issued by me were disregarded, 
and enforcement actions were taken. The arrests and seizures 
which occurred contrary to the agreed plan of action — and I will 
add without the knowledge of the undercover agents or their cover 
team — endangered the continued safety and credibility of our un- 
dercover agents and confidential informant. In addition, it had a 
serious debilitating effect on a relationship our undercover agents 
and the informant shared with the Juarez and Cali cartels’ organi- 
zational structures in Chicago and New York. It also seriously 
damaged the relationship we had worked so hard to establish with 
the Colombian and Mexican Mafia members at the highest level. 
Despite the severity of these actions, we were able to convince our 
criminal partners that our undercover agents and the informant 
were not at fault for these events. But the fact remained that the 
cartels shut down their operations to search out the mole in their 
organization. 

Based upon these facts and events, I believe Mr. Kelly had lost 
faith in me and was not willing to risk going forward with any as- 
pect of the investigation, regardless of the violation or the violator. 
Mr. Kelly, I am certain, believes he did the right thing. I believe 
that the combination of misinformation, spurious accusations, and 
the politics infused into this operation from its inception skewed 
his judgment. At no time was I given an opportunity to know that 
he had received this bogus information, nor was I given an oppor- 
tunity by Mr. Kelly or anyone else to defend myself. 

Immediately after the extremely successful take down of Oper- 
ation Casablanca, a take-down plan which was never accepted in 
its entirety by anyone, I requested a meeting with Mr. Kelly to re- 
solve the issues which I now believe to have been the reasons for 
his actions. My purpose was to regain his confidence and to end the 
attacks on my integrity and the integrity of the investigations. 

Within 5 weeks of the covert phase of the operation closing and 
the formulation of the security for the confidential informant, I was 
“temporarily and indefinitely” reassigned to Customs headquarters. 
This reassignment came via a telephone call the day before I was 
scheduled to return to Los Angeles. At no time during the next 7 
months was I provided with an official explanation for this action. 
There is no document issued by the agency which chronicles this 
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action outside of a travel authorization. During my time in Cus- 
toms headquarters, I was never given a specific or even a general 
assignment. When I did anything, it was of my own volition. In 
that regard, I was effectively removed from the operational com- 
mand of the Omega Task Force and all aspects of Operation Casa- 
blanca’s investigations. 

During the time I remained in this TDY position, I continued my 
quest to seek an audience with Mr. Kelly, who had now become the 
Customs Commissioner. I remained steadfast in my efforts in the 
hope that I could regain my position in Los Angeles. In late Decem- 
ber, approximately 7 months after my first request and after I had 
announced plans to retire, I was afforded this audience. As a req- 
uisite to my appearance in his office, I was required by his staff 
to put in writing the reasons for my request. I was informed that 
Mr. Kelly would not entertain any discussions related to Mr. 
Hensley and would only address operational issues. 

It was at this meeting that I informed Mr. Kelly that I believed 
there had been no investigative efforts, subsequent to the May 
1998 take-down, directed at developing any of the information ac- 
quired in Operation Casablanca. I also informed him that above my 
objections, I had been directed to Los Angeles to interrogate one of 
the major Cali-based defendants. I informed Mr. Kelly that, based 
upon my meeting in Los Angeles during this interrogation, I be- 
lieved the Omega Task Force lacked leadership and was no longer 
an effective and productive investigative unit. During my meeting 
with Mr. Kelly, I also requested an official document which reports 
the findings of the Internal Affairs investigations related to Mr. 
Hensley’s false and malicious accusations. To this day, I have not 
received an official response from any Customs Service officer in re- 
gard to any of the topics I had discussed with Mr. Kelly. 

In closing, I must protest any assertion that I regard myself as 
a “lone crusader.” I am what you see — nothing more, nothing less. 
However, I do regard myself as a former Federal law enforcement 
officer who showed up everyday to perform an honest day’s work. 
My only motivation was to honorably serve as my oath and the 
mission dictated, a culture passed on to me by my parents and as- 
pired to by me since I earned the title, U.S. Marine. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gately follows:] 
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statement of William F. Gately 

before The House of Representatives Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug 
Poiicy and Human Resources 

I am here before this committee today in response to your invitation, i have 
provided your staff with a resume of my federal service which contains an overview of 
my experience as a United States Marine and as a law enforcement officer. My career 
began in Washington D.C. as a second generation police officer with the Metropolitan 
Police Department in 1971. In 1978 I transferred to U S. Customs as a Special Agent 
and served 21 years in major field offices in Washington State, California, Florida and 
Arizona. In August of 1992 I was transferred to the Special Agent in Charge office in 
Los Angles and assigned as the Assistant Director of the HIDTA Task Force. In April 
1993 I was reassigned as the Assistant Special Agent in Charge of the Financial and 
Drug Smuggling Investigations Division of the Los Angeles field office. In that capacity I 
was also assumed the directorship of the Omega Task Force, a dedicated undercover 
investigative unit of the U.S. Customs Senrice. 

It was as the director of the Omega Task Force that I formulated the operational 
plan and later led the investigations which comprised Operation Casablanca. I want to 
state now that at no time during the planning, operational or prosecutorial phase of 
Operation Casablanca have I sought any forum to obtain publicity for myself or this 
investigation. Up until the March 16, 1999 story published by the New York Times I 
have not, although approached many times by journalists and a writer, agreed to an 
interview, Mr. Golden of the New York Times made several attempts to interview me 
on or off the record more than nine months ago. It was not until I retired from federal 
service that I did agree to meet with him. I told Mr. Golden then and I tell this 
committee today that everything I share with you about Operation Casablanca can be 
verified by the record and the evidence. In addition there are Special Agents, auditors, 
contract forensic accountants. Task Force officers of the Customs Service, federal 
prosecutors. Treasury, Justice and Federal Reserve officials who can, in part, 
corroborate what I tell you. 
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In this regard. I will get to the point which I believe brings me here today as a 
witness. There are no less than 15 audio and video tapes of meetings and 
conversations, all of which have been transcribed, regarding the offer, as well as 
subsequent negotiations, by potential targets of the investigation to engage, in a 
transaction, the substance of which was to move $1.15 billion in illicit proceeds. These 
tapes contain the communications between four defendant bankers, two mafia 
members of the Juarez Drug Cartel and the U.S. Customs Service confidential 
informant who engaged in extensive discussions regarding the movement of this 
money. Of course, the confidential informant engaged in these discussions at the 
direction of the U.S. Customs Service. As an example of the evidence contained on 
these tapes, it is indisputable that the Secretary of Defense for Mexico was identified as 
one of the owners of the money on several occasions during the course of these 
meetings and conversations. It is in these tapes that you will find the evidence that 
would have led any reasonable person to conclude, as 1 did - - that there was 
compelling evidence to continue the investigation. Let me relate in more specificity why 
I believe that these communications constituted credible evidence that deserved further 
investigation. 

Some have stated that the $1,15 billion offer to launder illicit proceeds was 
nothing more than bravado by unreliable crooks. However, Operation Casablanca was 
always about the laundering of drug proceeds by the Colombian and Mexican Cartels 
through Mexican financial institutions and profiting from such activities. The individuals 
who presented the offer to launder the $1.15 billion had already engaged in illicit activity 
connected to Operation Casablanca by laundering substantial amounts of drug 
proceeds and profiting substantially from the laundering activities to fuel their insatiable 
greed. One of the individuals and now a defendant, Victor Alcala-Navarro, had been 
associated with the operation since November of 1995. He not only delivered the first 
banker to the operation, but he introduced the confidential informant to members and 
the leaders of the Juarez Cartel, including Jose Alvarez-Tostado, the heir apparent to 
the cartel boss position following the reported death of Amado Carrillo-Fuentes. These 
introductions were not done for the purpose of impressing the confidentiai informant or 
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undercover agents, but rather for the purpose of creating and expanding business 
alliances in an effort to make more money from illidt activity. 

One of Alcala-Navarro's associates and aiso one of the mafia members who 
engaged in negotiations regarding the $1.15 billion transaction was Ernesto Martin. 
Martin was motivated by the same factors as Alcaia-Navaro - - the need to make money 
from the laundering of drug proceeds. He had also delivered a number of bankers to 
the operation who were ready, willing and able to launder drug proceeds. 

It was these individuals who first brought to our attention the idea of laundering 
$1.15 billion and who first made any mention of the ownership of the $1.15 billion. 
During the time the operation was engaged with Alcala-Navarro, Martin and their boss, 
Jose Alvarez-Tostado, there was never any indication that Information they were 
providing was false, misleading or exaggerated. It is forthese reasons, that I 
concluded at the time, and still believe that there was evidence sufficient to justify 
pursuing the transaction related to the $1.15 billion. 

There has been a great deal said in defense of the Mexican government's 
integrity and their level of cooperation in investigations such as Operation Casablanca. 
At the same time, I have been criticized for expressing my opinion to the contrary. In 
my opinion, Mexico and the word corruption are synonymous. In Mexico there is no 
tine which can be drawn to separate the police or the prosecutors from the Mafia--the 
politicians from the Mafia--the government from the financial institutions-or any 
combination of these entities. The general population is helpless to change the system. 
A myriad of stories printed in every major news publication in Latin America can be 
counted on a daily basis refuting the truth of their alleged efforts. The most prevalent 
theme of all the stories, during the mid nineties, was Mexico 's emergence as the 
laundering center for billions in drug profits. But the most disturbing element to these 
stories was the complicity of their financial institutions-institutions regulated by the 
Salinas and now the Zedillo government 
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There was never a time in my 21 years as a Customs Special Agent where I 
believed that I could trust the safety and security of an investigation or place the lives of 
our agents in the domain of any member of the Mexican government Unlike politicians 
and diplomats my experiences with the Mexican law enforcement officials has occurred 
in the field where the stakes are measured in life and death. This is not drama it is 
reality. There has been no event or experience I have had or know to have occurred 
with my peers which instils in me a sense of trust in their ability to keep a confidence. 

Operation Casablanca was no exception. The banks in Mexico are regulated by 
the government. In that regard our activity should have been ferreted out and exposed 
by the regulators who supervise these institutions. The paper thin contracts we 
established with each of these.institutions were a sham. Even a cursory examination of 
the transactions related to our relationship reeked of money laundering. What is even 
TTwre shocking to. me is that above my objections prior to the initiation of this operation ! 
was required to brief Mexican officials at the Deputy Attorney General and the Assistant 
Secretary level in the Hacienda or the equivalent of our T reasury Department. During 
these briefings, 1 offered them the evidence we had which at the time indicated seven 
Mexican banks actively laundering drug proceeds for Caii Cartel traffickers. I supplied 
these officials with the same presentation I gave our Ambassador James Jones as well 
as. actual copies of bank drafts issued by the Mexican banks which were directed to our 
undercover operation as part of the laundering process . 

As a criminal investigator with more than 29 years of experience and a success 
record in my field that is recognized by my peers and my superiors, despite what they 
may say behind closed doors, it was my recommendation that we continue the 
operation until we could gain sufficient evidence to develop a case against the 
conspirators identified in those tapes. I do notbelieve that until the article in the New 
York Times was published that any one who remained In charge of Operation 
Casablanca subsequent to my removal, had reviewed or evaluated these tapes and 
transcripts for their evidentiary value. In fact, i had transcripts of these conversations 
prepared at the time the conversations took place for the explicit purpose of informing 
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the chain of command of the events surrounding the $1.15 billion transaction and I 
personally briefed the chain of command on these events as they occurred. 

In my opinion, and I believe the facts and circumstances that are available will 
support such an opinion, this investigatton was not pursued because of the numerous 
problems that developed and persisted during the course of Operation Casablanca. 

This is not my tale of woe. If I am at the center of these conflicts and accusations it is 
only because I was performing my job to the best of my abilities. I take full 
responsibility for all of my actions during the course of Operation Casablanca. I never 
believed it would be a task without great risks and problems-nothing in government is, 
especially undercover investigative operatfons I will now summarize for you the various 
problems as I believed them to have occurred: 

1 During the planning and operational phases of Operation Casablanca, beginning 
in 1994 through May 18, 1998, 1 was confronted with a gauntlet of critics, 
disbelievers and obstructionists. These individuals held positions in Customs, 
DEA, the FBI, and the Justice Department. The issues raised by them ranged 
from skepticism about our ability to deal on the levels outlined in the operational 
plan to issues surrounding the “political and economic impact'' of our 
investigation on Mexico. In their individual and sometimes collaborative efforts to 
serve an agenda that opposed the operation plan, they sought to block the 
initiation, limit the scope and obstruct the progress of Operation Casablanca. In 
this regard, it Is noteworthy that some disbelievers and even an obstructionist 
became supporters of this operation. Regardless, the negative energy produced 
by the remaining opposing forces was always present and had to be fought back 
at every stage of the investigation. 

2 For approximately one year prior to the May 1 998 take down of Operation 
Casablanca, John Hensley, the Special Agent in Charge in Los Angeles 
continually leveled criminal allegations against me. These accusations involved 
the alleged loss, misappropriation and theft of millions of dollars in drug proceeds 
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and government funds related to the ongoing investigation. Although each 
accusation was thoroughly investigated and found to be baseless, he persisted 
in reinventing his spurious stories in order to discredit the operation and me, 

3 Beginning in the fall of 1997, Mr. Hensley leaked Information about Operation 
Gasabianca. At a law enforcranent conference in Tampa, Florida, Mr. Hensley 
provided information about the operation to a network news executive. Later in 
the investigabon, Mr, Hensley invited several congressional staff representatives 
to Los Angeles to be briefed on a major undercover money laundering 
investigation. Upon their arrival he not only paraded them through the 
undercover offsite, which housed the Omega Task Force, he took them to the 
audio and video monitoring station of the undercover storefront, Emerald Empire. 
At this location they were allowed to view the interior of the offices and 
warehouse. 

4 Subsequent to a briefing regarding Operation Casablanca that I presented to 
Under Secretary of the Treasury, Raymond W. Kelly, in late 1997, Mr. Kelly 
stated to all present that he would seek out and punish anyone leaking 
information to the media regarding the operation. A short time later ! believe Mr. 
Hensley, who was present at this meeting, and others he manipulated provided 
Mr. Kelly with a copy of a book I authored In 1994. According to witnesses 
present, Mr. Kelly was told that I was not only the leak but that I was dramatizing 
the facts about the investigation as well as the take down plan in order to 'Ivrite a 
book,” 

5 There were two deliberate acts which I believe were intended to shut down our 
operations in Chicago and New York. I am convinced both occurred at the 
direction of Mr. Hensley and Mr. John Varrone, the Special Agent in Charge of 
the New York fleld office. On both occasions, orders issued by me were 
disregarded and enforcement actions were taken. The arrests and seizures 
which occurred contrary to the agreed plan of action endangered the continued 
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safety and credibility of our undercover agents and confidential informarrt. In 
addition, it had a serious debilitating effect on the relationship our undercover 
agents and informant shared with the Juarez and Cali Cartels' organizational 
structures in Chicago and New York. It also seriously damaged the relationship 
we had worked so hard to establish with the Colombian and Mexican Mafia 
members at the highest level. Despite the severity of these actions we were able 
to convince our criminal partners that our undercover agents and the informant 
were not at fault for these events. But the fact remained that the Cartels shut 
down their operations to search out the mole in their organization. 

Based upon these facts and events, I believe Mr. Kelly had lost faith In me and 
was not willing to risk going forward with any aspect of the investigation regardless of 
the violation or the violator. Mr. Kelly, ! am certain, believes he did the right thing, 1 
believe that the combination of misinformation, spurious accusations and the politics 
infused into this operation from its inception skewed his judgement. At no time was I 
given an opportunity to know that he had received this bogus information nor was I 
given an opportunity by Mr. Kelly or anyone else to defend myself. 

Immediately after the extremely successfu! fake down of Operation Casablanca, 
a plan which was never accepted in its entirety by anyone, I requested a meeting vvith 
Mr. Kelly to resolve the issues which I now believed to have been the reasons for his 
actions. My purpose was to regain his confidence and to end the attacks on my 
integrity and the integrity of the investigations. Within five weeks of the covert phase of 
the operation closing and the formulation of security for the confidential informant ! was 
"temporarily and indefinitely” reassigned to Customs headquarters. This reassignment 
came via a telephone call the day before I was scheduled to return to Los Angeles. At 
no lime during the next seven months was I provided with an official explanation for this 
action. There is no document issued by the agency which chronicles this action outside 
of a travel authorization. During my time in Customs headquarters I was never given a 
specific or even a general assignment. When I did anything if was on my own volition. 

In that regard, I was effectively removed from the operational command of the Omega 
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Ta^ Force and all aspects of the Operatfon Casablanca investigations. 

During the time I remained in lhteTDY position I continued my quest to seek an 
audience with Mr. Kelly, who had now become the Customs. Commissioner. I remained 
steadfast in my efforts .in hope that t could regain my position in Los Angeles. In late 
December, approximately seven months after my first request and after 1 had 
announced my plans to retire, I was afforded this audience. As a requisite to my 
appearance in his office I was required by his staff to put in writing the reasons for my 
request. I was informed that Mr. Kelly would not entertain any discussions related to 
Mr. Hensley and would only address operational issues. 

It was at this meeting that I informed Mr. Kellythat ! believed there had been no 
investigative efforts subsequent to the May 1998 takedown directed at developing any 
of the information acquired in Operation Casablanca. I also informed him that above 
my objections I had been directed to Los Angeles to interrogate one of the major Caii 
based defendants. I informed Mr. Kelly that based upon my meetings in Los Angeles 
during this interrogation 1 believed the Omega Task Force lacked leadership and was 
no lottger an effective and productive investigative unit.: During. my meeting with Mr, 
Kelly I also requested an official document which reports the findings of the internal 
Affairs investigations related to Mr. Hensley's false and malicious accusations. To this 
day i have received no official response from any Customs Service officer in regard to 
any of the topics I discussed with Mr. Kelly. 

In closing, 1 must protest any assertion that. I regard myself as a "tone crusader.” 

I am .what you see, nothing more nothing, less. However, f do regard myself as a former 
federal law enforcement officer who showed up everyday to perform an honest days 
work. My only motivation waste honorably serve as my oath and the mission dictated, 
a culture passed.on to me by my parents and aspired to by me since I earned the title 
United States Marine, 
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Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Gately, and also, Mr. Weitzman, for 
your testimony. 

I would like to start off by asking Mr. Gately a couple of ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Gately, for the first time today, I heard of the existence of 
15 — I think you said — audio and video tapes. Was that figure cor- 
rect? That monitored 

Mr. Gately. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Mica [continuing]. Some of the activity that you observed? 

Mr. Gately. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Mica. And did you also say that you made transcripts of 
these tapes? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. There were transcripts of the tapes. Ini- 
tially five, as they came in, were transcribed as we received the 
tapes. And that information was passed immediately to the chain 
of command. 

Mr. Mica. And where are the audio and video tapes at this 
point? 

Mr. Gately. They are in evidence in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Mica. In evidence. 

Would these also be used in this Operation Casablanca case? 

Mr. Gately. The one going to trial on Monday, sir? 

Mr. Mica. Yes. 

Mr. Gately. I do not believe they would be. 

Mr. Mica. You do not? 

Can you think of any reason why the subcommittee wouldn’t 
have access? Is there any ongoing criminal investigation — you have 
seen the tapes — or anything that would prohibit us from obtaining 
a copy of the tapes? 

Mr. Gately. I don’t see any specific reason because it is my un- 
derstanding there is, “no case,” or no continuing investigation re- 
garding the nature of those tapes. 

Mr. Mica. And within these tapes, you believe there is substan- 
tial evidence or enough hard material that would link trafficking 
and corruption to certain individuals who you have said have been, 
you know, involved at the highest levels? 

Mr. Gately. The information in those tapes is an offer and the 
communications related to negotiations about laundering $1.15 bil- 
lion, sir. It identifies, in two or three of those tapes or more, the 
owners of the money, not by name, but by position within the Mexi- 
can Government, official position within the Mexican Government. 

Mr. Mica. And how far up would those individuals be in the 
Mexican Government? 

Mr. Gately. The highest position identified in those tapes, as an 
owner of the money, in the Mexican Government, was the Sec- 
retary of Defense. 

Mr. Mica. Secretary of Defense. Something that disturbs me 
about your testimony is it seemed that at, not just one juncture, 
but many junctures, you testified that it was almost an effort to 
close down these investigations. And do you believe that is because 
they indicated people at the highest levels of the Mexican Govern- 
ment were involved? 

Mr. Gately. As I stated, sir, it was a combination of a series of 
problems, where they did not want the investigation to even begin. 
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But throughout the investigation, the planning and operational 
stages, politics was always infused into the process. I have no clear 
understanding why policemen or law enforcement officials seem to 
think that they need to take on the moniker of diplomats and poli- 
ticians. If we target drug traffickers and money launders, the fall- 
out should he whatever the fallout is. If, in fact, we are targeting 
the financial institutions of Mexico — and we were — if the fallout is 
that there is corruption that stems from that, then that is just part 
of the ongoing investigation. The corruption is in Mexico, not in the 
United States. We shouldn’t he worried about who the defendant 
is, or the potential defendant is. 

Mr. Mica. But you — it appears that you got the feeling that this 
did lead to the highest levels of the Mexican Government, and that 
when you said “politics entered,” was it that this, diplomatically, 
would he very unsettling? Or this, politically, on an international 
level, or national level, would he embarrassing? 

Mr. Gately. All that, sir. That somehow 

Mr. Mica. I don’t want to put words in your mouth. 

Mr. Gately. Well, you are not. But you said — it is all of what 
you said and conjecture beyond that. There was a lot of conjecture, 
statements to the effect, “Well, what is the financial or economic 
impact on the country of Mexico, or their stability as an economic 
entity if we do this?” Things that I think law enforcement should 
not pay much attention to. That is for people in this body to worry 
about, not for police officials or law enforcement officials to infuse 
into operation plans and prosecutions. 

Mr. Mica. But as a professional, and if you had your say, you 
would have pursued this no matter where it led? Is that correct? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir; given the opportunity, I would have. 

Mr. Mica. At some point, there was an indication that this cor- 
ruption might lead as far as — or the source of some of this money 
might lead — as far as the Office of the President of Mexico. Is there 
any evidence on tape of that? Or, comments to that 

Mr. Gately. There is one statement on tape to that effect. Yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Mica. There is? 

I don’t have any further questions at this time. If I may, I would 
like to divide the time that is left — you have been here for the 
whole testimony. Would you like to ask questions at this point? 

Mr. Barr. That will be appropriate. I don’t know about our col- 
league on the minority side, though. I don’t want to use up his 
time. 

Mr. Mica. We can split the time. We will give you five, and five — 
I think we have got a 5-minute warning. 

Mr. Barr. OK. 

Mr. Mica. If staff will keep us warned. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gately, you are here today voluntarily, is that correct? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir, I am. 

Mr. Barr. And were your colleagues and former colleagues de- 
lighted with your being here and encouraged you to attend this 
hearing and testify? 

Mr. Gately. No, sir. I can categorically say that they are not 
very happy about it. 
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Mr. Barr. In fact, were you not pressured not to testify? 

Mr. Gately. I received no direct statement to that effect, but I 
did receive faxes at my home outlining Treasury regulations, giving 
guidance on testifying before this committee. Even though those 
Treasury regulations apply to current employees of the Treasury 
Department, I was provided with a copy of them. Today, I received 
a copy of the memorandum that categorically states that references 
that were made in the New York Times are blatantly false. 

I don’t think they are very happy with me, sir; no. 

Mr. Barr. And you take these communications with you as pres- 
sure from the Department to have you not testify today? 

Mr. Gately. I think they would 

Mr. Barr. I know I don’t want to put words in your mouth. 

Mr. Gately. You are not, sir. I think — my take on it is, they 
would be very happy if I didn’t show up here today. 

Mr. Barr. It is my understanding — and I know it is not your 
purpose here today, to disclose classified information; it is not my 
purpose, either. But if I were to tell you that recent classified brief- 
ings that we have received confirm, beyond any reasonable doubt 
in my mind, that the corruption that you have been discussing 
today and that we have heard other witnesses discuss, does indeed 
extend to the very highest levels of the Mexican Government. And 
that is borne out by extensive classified information from various 
Federal agencies. Would that comport with your views as well, 
based on your career, handling these matters, and the work that 
you have done on behalf of the U.S. Government? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir, it does. 

Mr. Barr. It is also my understanding that the work that you 
have done, specifically, not necessarily limited to. Operation Casa- 
blanca, involving the, as you say, “the laundering of drug proceeds 
by the Colombian and Mexican cartels,” that there is independently 
verifiable information that bears that out. And I state that for the 
record today, with regard to the Colombian angle, as well as the 
Mexican. I presume that would not surprise you, either? 

Mr. Gately. Not in the least, sir. 

Mr. Barr. The tape that you mentioned, in response to the chair- 
man’s question, about whether or not there is any evidence on tape 
directly linking high-Mexican Government officials to the operation 
and to the laundering; could you provide us any more details on 
that here today, since we don’t have the tape? 

Mr. Gately. I can tell you that there is direct discussion about 
the ownership of the money. And it came about, not as a braggart’s 
statement. It was in the conversations during the second or third 
state of negotiation. 

There was one occasion where one of the bankers, based on his 
communications with his client, whom he later identified as the 
Secretary of Defense, brought it up because he was describing one 
of the locations in New York City which contained a half billion 
dollars in cash. And during the course of that conversation, he de- 
scribed visiting that location, stating that it had 

Mr. Barr. Is that an American bank? 

Mr. Gately. No, it is not a bank, sir. It was a home. It was a 
private residence that he was describing — saying that he had been 
there and removed as much as $10 million from the location. 
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Mr. Barr. So this 

Mr. Gately. That is how the conversation came up. 

Mr. Barr. The conversation was not just sort of a general con- 
versation about high-government officials being involved? It was 
very specific, very creditable, very particular? 

Mr. Gately. Like all their conversations with us, there was 
never any indication that what they told us was misleading, false, 
or even exaggerated. They were there to do business with us. 

Mr. Barr. Is that based, not only on your experience, specifically 
with regard to Operation Casablanca, but also on the entire 21 
years of your very distinguished career, as an U.S. Marine, and as 
an law enforcement officer for this Government? 

Mr. Gately. It is more like 31 years, but, yes, sir, that is exactly 
right. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. And I am sorry that time doesn’t permit 
additional questions, but I thank you very much, and Mr. 
Weitzman very much, for your courage in being here today and for 
helping out in this effort. 

Mr. Mica. We do have additional questions. We have a vote 
going on now; that will take approximately 15-20 minutes. Why 
don’t we recess until about 10 minutes of. If you gentlemen 
wouldn’t mind, give us time to go over and vote and come back. 
You might be able to get some refreshments. 

We will stand in recess until 10 minutes of the hour. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Mica. I would like to call the subcommittee back to order, 
if I may. And we will continue questioning. I had some additional 
questions, both to Mr. Weitzman and to Mr. Gately. 

Mr. Gately, if I could continue, sir, to ask you a couple of ques- 
tions. From your testimony, I think you are telling the sub- 
committee that you don’t believe there was a specific coverup by 
Customs or other personnel in any of these investigations; is that 
correct? This was not an overt 

Mr. Gately. No, sir; it was not a coverup. It was exactly what 
I say in my statement — an accumulation of problems, people who 
did not want the investigation to begin, people who always, from 
the beginning, once it started, wanted to know when it was going 
to end. Many people will tell you today that they knew about Oper- 
ation Casablanca, or they can attempt to brief you on it. I suggest 
to you now that is not true. There are just a couple of people who 
know the full breadth of that investigation or those three investiga- 
tions which made the operation. One of those people is me. The 
other is the confidential informant. If you want to put all that in- 
formation into one person, it is either that person or myself. Any- 
one who tells you that they know the whole thing, or they were 
part of the planning of that operation, they are just not being gen- 
uine with you. 

Mr. Mica. And so we have two principals — ^you and the primary 
informant. How did you determine the credibility of the informant 
and the credibility of the accusations that are made? Because you 
are not making the accusations on the tape about how high up this 
money was linked to, it is someone else. How can you say, or how 
can you believe that that was a credible and knowledgeable source? 
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Mr. Gately. The credibility of the informant is not in question, 
sir. First of all, he is not a criminal who was turned to work for 
the Government. He volunteered his services at our request or bid- 
ding. We put him in the position of meeting with and developing 
these investigations because he knew the individuals or some of the 
individuals involved in the Cali operation because of his legitimate 
business connections. Based on that and his ability to communicate 
with any sort of individuals and to follow directions better than 
any individual I have ever encountered, who had to act in the ca- 
pacity that he did, he did a marvelous job. He was scripted when 
he met these people. He was briefed and debriefed, over and over 
again. No meeting took place without the informant meeting with 
myself and other agents involved in the investigation to determine 
what should be brought out in the next meeting with whatever 
banker was there. None of this was ad hoc or ad libbed. It was all 
prepared questioning that didn’t appear to be that when he made 
the meetings. 

There were several times that we intended to draw out more in- 
formation about the ownership of the money or the ability to make 
this transaction come about in the short period of time we had be- 
fore the closeout date had been 

Mr. Mica. You keep saying “we.” Was there someone else? 

Mr. Gately. Other than myself? 

Mr. Mica. Yes. 

Mr. Gately. The agents that were conducting the operation, sir. 

Mr. Mica. So they can verify 

Mr. Gately. As I say in my statement, it all can be verified. 

Mr. Mica. So we have other agents who can verify — would they 
also be visible in the tapes? 

Mr. Gately. They are. 

Mr. Mica. They are. And are they identified in the transcripts? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir, they are. 

Mr. Mica. OK. And you said there was other evidence. What type 
of other evidence, other than individuals? You have referred to 
money, too, in large quantities. Of course, the $1.15 billion total 
and half a billion in cash in a 

Mr. Gately. Do you want me to sum up what the $1.15 billion 
represents, sir? I can do that for you. 

Mr. Mica. If you could. And then, what I would like to try to find 
out, too, is what other evidence exists or that we could look to that 
might substantiate the allegations that have been made, or verify 
some of the claims that have been made. 

Mr. Gately. If I could get to the first part, the $1.15 billion rep- 
resented $500 million in New York; $500 million 

Mr. Mica. You said, “kept in cash in a house.” 

Mr. Gately. That is correct, according 

Mr. Mica. Was that 

Mr. Gately [continuing]. According to the banker that gave us 
the information, that is correct. 

Another $500 million in cash kept somewhere in the Nether- 
lands, then $150 million in cash in Mexico City. 

That is how it was described to us, and that is how we came up 
with $1.15 billion. 
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Mr. Mica. Did you ever get to verify the existence of any of those 
funds? 

Mr. Gately. Absolutely not, sir. 

Mr. Mica. You didn’t? You were never able to take it to that 
level? 

Mr. Gately. No, sir. 

Mr. Mica. But the individuals who were involved — now I don’t 
want to get into revealing anything at Casablanca that may be 
under prosecution or coming up for trial — but are we talking about 
the same kinds or same sources of money? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. We are? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, we are. 

Mr. Mica. Is there any other hard evidence, other than the state- 
ments of these individuals, the tapes that would show others in- 
volved with you when you — again, you said, “we” — the statements 
of money? What other information or 

Mr. Gately. I can only address the credibility of the information 
we received. And based on our past experiences, and during the du- 
ration of the investigation, the entire operation, these people had 
not misled us; they had not lied to us; and they had not exagger- 
ated anything to us. So, all we could do was go forward with an 
investigation in an undercover capacity until the end of the oper- 
ation, the end of the covert phase of the operation. 

What is very unfortunate is that there was no action taken sub- 
sequent to the closeout of the undercover operation. No one did 
anything else to determine whether or not what was said in that 
meeting could now be investigated in an overt way. 

Mr. Mica. You made specific requests to take it to the next step? 

Mr. Gately. I did. 

Mr. Mica. To whom? 

Mr. Gately. I made those requests as 

Mr. Mica. How high did you 

Mr. Gately. In my new role, TDY in headquarters, I brought it 
to the attention of the Director of the Financial Investigations Divi- 
sion, who brought it to 

Mr. Mica. Who was that? 

Mr. Gately. Allen Duty. 

Mr. Mica. I am sorry. Allen 

Mr. Gately. Duty. 

Mr. Mica. Duty. 

Mr. Gately. I brought it to the attention of the Assistant Com- 
missioner for Investigations. 

Mr. Mica. And who was that? 

Mr. Gately. Bonnie Tischler. 

And I brought it 

Mr. Mica. Was this oral or written? 

Mr. Gately. Oral, sir. 

Mr. Mica. OK. And who else? 

Mr. Gately. And to the Director of Operations, Connie Finchel. 

Mr. Mica. And no response or no pursuit from any party? 

Mr. Gately. There was no pursuit by Los Angeles, or the Los 
Angeles office, which had the sole responsibility to pursue it. 

Mr. Mica. When did 
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Mr. Gately. I think, if I could 

Mr. Mica. Go ahead. 

Mr. Gately [continuing]. Just expand on that, just for a second. 
I think you have to understand the environment and the nature of 
the relationship between myself and Mr. Hensley during about 14 
months of this investigation. I was constantly under scrutiny that 
I had not experienced at any time in my career. I was being au- 
dited, sometimes on a daily basis. I was being accused of losing 
enormous amounts of money, or misappropriating it, or even steal- 
ing it. This does not foster a good relationship between myself and 
the person I have to brief on the progress of an investigation every 
day. And nothing was going to happen, based on what I said, sir, 
whether I was in charge or TDY and completely disassociated from 
the investigation. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Hensley seems to indicate he thought you were 
under investigation for some unaccounted funds before he came on 
the job. 

Mr. Gately. Mr. Hensley is probably the most disingenuous per- 
son I have known in my entire life. If he says anything, I hold it 
suspect, sir. I have never known a liar quite like him. 

Mr. Mica. Well, I think that is at who is telling the truth 

Mr. Gately. That has always been the question. 

Mr. Mica. And under oath here, before the subcommittee, you 
have not misappropriated any funds in your charge. 

Mr. Gately. I have not, nor have I stolen any funds in my 
charge. 

Mr. Mica. When did you retire? 

Mr. Gately. December 31, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Did you follow Operation Casablanca during the pe- 
riod in which the Mexican Government threatened to go after our 
agents? 

Mr. Gately. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Was that — in your estimation, was that an example of 
full cooperation? 

Mr. Gately. I think it is a clear 

Mr. Mica. Cooperating fully? 

Mr. Gately [continuing]. A clear and convincing example of how 
they don’t cooperate. I think it is also a very showing indication of 
how much we hurt their operations by exposing their banks as 
money launders. 

Mr. Mica. When this operation was first reported, I think the re- 
ports actually came out that the operation was conducted with the 
knowledge of Mexican officials. And I think we had a briefing by 
Customs that told us that Mexican officials had been briefed in ad- 
vance, the ones they felt they could trust about the operation. Do 
you know if that was the case? 

Mr. Gately. I conducted the briefing myself, sir. 

Mr. Mica. To the Mexican officials? 

Mr. Gately. To Ambassador Jones, and to the then-Deputy At- 
torney General of Mexico, and the Assistant Secretary of Hacienda 
for Enforcement. 

Mr. Mica. And you conducted that prior to 

Mr. Gately. Initiating any aspect of the operation. 
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Mr. Mica. So the Mexicans were fully appraised at a high 
enough level? What was the identity, a Deputy Attorney General? 

Mr. Gately. That is a very good question. I don’t have his name 
here with me, but it is well-documented 

Mr. Mica. OK. 

Mr. Gately [continuing]. That it occurred. 

Mr. Mica. Well, that was my understanding, too. Then, the Mexi- 
cans suddenly took a turn and came after us and threatened to ar- 
rest or indict our agents; is that correct? 

Mr. Gately. That is my understanding. And I also understand 
that that has persisted off and on up until a few weeks ago. 

Mr. Mica. Until just prior to the question of decertification, it re- 
mained in limbo, as I understand it. 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. That is how I understand it. 

Mr. Mica. What turned on the spigot to come after us, with our 
agents — including you — having briefed the Mexicans on what we 
were doing? Was it the knowledge of how far this had reached in 
the banking circles? Or do you think it was concern about how high 
up it might go if all of these sources of money were revealed? 

Mr. Gately. I think, referring to the financial institutions in 
Mexico in their entirety as corrupt and money launders was 
enough to rankle all of the Mexican officials related to, not only the 
regulation of those banks, but any lobby that the banks had with 
their Congress. And that would also, I think, apply to any lobby 
they had within the executive branch because, as I understand it, 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, as well as the President, spoke 
out — the President of Mexico spoke out against Operation Casa- 
blanca. 

Mr. Mica. As an infringement upon their sovereignty? Was that 
the excuse or 

Mr. Gately. That is the excuse I heard, sir. 

Mr. Mica. There have been reports that vast amounts of money 
from drug profits are filtered through the executive branch of the 
Mexican Government, through the military, and through the police. 
Is that your understanding, and at what levels? Again, is this sort 
of spotty, or how would you describe, again, the executive branch 
penetration of illegal profits? 

Mr. Gately. I can speak to my knowledge of the past adminis- 
tration, that it obviously permeated every level, including the Of- 
fice of the President. 

Mr. Mica. The military — same thing? 

Mr. Gately. That is correct. 

Mr. Mica. And, of course, the police I guess is a given. 

Is there any other evidence this subcommittee could seek that 
would verify what you are saying and document how high the pen- 
etration of corrupt money is filtering? Any suggestions you can 
have as to what rock we might — we have a problem, because we 
have learned things behind closed doors, we are not free to talk 
about. 

Mr. Gately. As 

Mr. Mica. But if you can give us suggestions as to what rock we 
can uncover, publicly, we may be able to go a little bit further 
with 
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Mr. Gately. I couldn’t talk about — like yourself, sir — I couldn’t 
talk about it, publicly. I could tell you where to look, but I couldn’t 
tell you publicly, nor do I think that the Customs Service would 
allow me to tell you in any capacity. 

Mr. Mica. We may call you back in a private session. 

We have already had a closed-door session with the CIA, the 
DEA, intelligence, and others, and we may have to go further in 
that regard, then. 

I would like to yield to Mr. Cummings at this time. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Gately, thank you very much for being here. 
I think that it does take quite a bit of courage for you to be here. 
You have said a lot, and I do believe you to be an honorable man. 
And I believe very strongly in our Customs Agents. It is a very rep- 
utable organization, and I think that anybody sitting in this audi- 
ence would have to be concerned — and I think if someone made the 
kind of statements — and I have no reason to disbelieve you — that 
you made about you, and you did not have opportunity to defend 
yourself, I think you would be very upset. Would you — you would 
be concerned. 

Mr. Gately. Well, sir, this is my first opportunity to tell 
anyone 

Mr. Cummings. OK. 

Mr. Gately [continuing]. That cares to listen, what happened. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, I have listened intently, and I guess I just 
want to make sure that — we don’t have Mr. Hensley here. We don’t 
have the head of Customs here. 

Mr. Gately. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. And that is not your fault. 

Mr. Gately. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And so — but we do have some letters. 

Mr. Gately. Yes, I understand. 

Mr. Cummings. And, you know, we have got — I don’t know who 
this is — television cameras, and you have got people writing, and 
we are getting one side of the story — we have a letter from Mr. 
Hensley, dated March 22, 1999, which I have asked to be — suggest 
to Mr. Mica be submitted to be part of the record. 

Mr. Mica. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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March 22, 1999 


Xfaa HonorablB Jobn L. Mica 
Member of Congress 
106 Camon House Office Buildiog 
Washington, D.C, 20515-0907 

Dear Congressman Mica: 

I am avraie that you ate bolding beatings on Mexico and related issues, including 
naicotios trafficking atsd annual certification. I am also aware that Mr. William Gately is 

slated to be a witness in those hearings based in large part on his statements made in the 

New York Times (Page 1 , 3/16/99) about (deration Casablanca. As the case is coming 
to trial at the end of this mondi, I cannot co mment on many of the issues as they ate 
coveted by Grand Jury Secrecy Rules, I can, however, comment on some issues raised 
by Mr. Gately in the article wUch are not supported by fact ot are misleading on fiieir 
Qce, 

Mr. Gateiy alleges that the name of Mexico's Defense Minister, Mr. Cervantes, came igt 
in conversations with other Mexioan defendants in leiotion to the movement of monies in 
the 1 billion to 1.5 billion dollar range. This is not fectual. Mr. Cervantes’ name was 
never referred to but rather a Mexican general, Uter described as the defense minister. 
Both defendants acknowledged that they bad never met the defense minister. Numerous 
attempts by the undercover agents to push for a meeting with feta alleged 
general/minister were unsuccessfiil. The two defendaztts later stated feat the general's 
daughter would meet with the undeieovar agents, but several attempts to get those 
meetings an track also never materialized. As stated in the article. Defense Minister 
Cervantes has no daughter. Additionally, there was never an actual statement that fee 
money belonged to President Zedillo as alleged by Mi. Gately. In actuality, the two 
defendants speculated that the amount of money was so big that “maybe it belongs to the 
President or his cahiisst". The name of President Zedillo was only referred to in a 
hypothetical manner. 

Contrary to Mr, Gately’s assertions that Operation Casablanca was shut down early, the 
Operation was actually extended ftom it’s original close down date of mid January 1998 
to mid May 1998 in part to try and-oatplore the billion dollar issue previously discussed. 
Although the decision to bring the case to conclusion wos not mine to make, I 
completely agreed with the decision for the reasons outlined by commissioner 
Raymond Keiiy . Operational security and fee safety of fee undercover opetattves must 
ha carefully weighed against any possible gains in fee case. Additionally, 1 am not aware 
of any political considerations to close the case. 
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Mr. Gatelyaiso allies final accused him of stealing millioiisofdalkis and traveling 
withemr amhorlTatinn. i never aecg^ Mr. Oanfiy of stealing money. FoUowingfise 
take down of the ease, allegations were brought to my attention by Customs special 
agents that Mr. Oaiely a^ced them to “unseize" isUllons of donars in foreign bank 
accounts belctoging to te infoimants, an issue that seemed highly unusual and not 
reported previou^ in my tepott or to Mr. Gately’s supervisor. This infoimation was 
reported as required to Customs Office of Internal AfTahs for whatever sotion was 
deemed nacesaaty. The issue of unauthorized travel by Mr. Oately was not raised by me, 
but rather was a &ding in an Intemai Affiiin audit iqport of Operation Omega fca the 
time praiod of 1993-1995. I was nottfae Special Agent in Charge, Los Angeles, during 
tie time petiod referred to in that audit report 

Mr. Gately mates reference to my gening a Ptesideatial level SBS award, however he 
fails to mention that 1 was nomiaated tor the award in July 1 997. nearly a year before the 
take down of Caaahlanoa. The award was for austained managerial ekoellence with only 
one reference to Casablanca but not by name. Numerous other manageiial successes 
were outlined in the award nomination spanning several years of my career. At the same 
time, Mr. Gately fails to mention that he got cash awards in September 1 997 and again in 
December 1998 fat Casablanca, the latter b«ng S10,000, AddifionaUy, Mr. Gately 
reo^ved 80 hours of vacation time, valued at over 55,000, in August 1998 for Ms work 
onfitectoe. 

Finally, Mr, Gately alleges that I leaked speeifie infonsafion about Casablanca to a 
group of congressional staff members who were in Los Angeles in early 1998, I did not 
Those staff members, who were seeing several enforeeiaent agencies on the West Coast, 
only received a general Customs enforcement and money laundering briefing, with no 
cefoience to the Operstioa in foot, 1 went to great lengths to order everyone involved in 
fils biieOng not to meniion Casablanca in any way. This admonishment included all 
supervisors in file office, including Mr. Gately, who was oiigiaally supposed to give a» 
mon^ laundering part of the briefing. This briefing to the staff members was &Uy 
reported both before and after, to Customs Haadquarters in Washington. D.C. The foot 
that no disclosures, inquiries or press statements came firom Congress about the case prior 
to the takedown of Casablanca affinna my statements. 

Mr. Gately has stated to numerous people that ho is writing a book and a screenplay on 
Operation Casablanca. 1 find it sad that Mr. Qaisly has to malign so many good people 
misstatements and foctual etroo to enhance his own matkeiability and detract ftom 
what is a great operation and investigation of mtemafionai money laundering. ! hope that 
this estfi the reeord Btraight. 
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Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

I would just like to just, first of all, start with the last paragraph 
of his letter and work backward. It says Mr. Gately — and this let- 
ter is dated, I think I already said, March 22, 1999. “Mr. Gately 
has stated to numerous people that he is writing a book and a 
screenplay on Operation Casablanca. I find it sad that Mr. Gately 
has to malign so many people with misstatements and factual er- 
rors to enhance his own marketability and detract from what is a 
great operation and investigation of international money laun- 
dering. I hope that this sets the record straight.” 

With that, let me just ask you a few questions. 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. You said that you put your concerns to several 
people who were above you. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gately. Throughout the entire operation; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. But you named a few, a few moments 
ago; did you not? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Cummings. And would you give us those names again? 

Mr. Gately. The Director of Financial Investigations, who is now 
the Special Agent in Charge in Boston, Allen Duty; the Director of 
Operations, Connie Finchel; and the Assistant Commissioner for 
Investigations, Bonnie Tischler. 

Mr. Cummings. I take it that there came a time when they de- 
cided to end this operation. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gately. There were two scheduled — or more than two sched- 
uled take downs of this operation; that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. And you objected to both of those? 

Mr. Gately. I was not alone in my objection. I will add to that. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. But you did object to both? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Cummings. I am just trying to get a balance here. I mean 
you made some strong allegations, and I just want to make sure 
I understand both sides of the story. 

Mr. Gately. I am here and open 

Mr. Cummings. Because you are saying one thing and Mr. 
Hensley is saying another thing, and consistent with Mr. Hensley, 
is Raymond Kelly, the Commissioner of Customs. And I go back to 
what I said from the beginning. 

Mr. Gately. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. These people are sworn to enforce the law, too. 
And they, of course, are out there beating the bushes trying to 
make sure that we rid our country of drugs and doing, I hope, what 
they are supposed to do. And so I am just trying to get some bal- 
ance here. 

Mr. Gately. Sir, are you suggesting I wasn’t? 

Mr. Cummings. Oh, no, no. 

Mr. Gately. Oh, OK. 

Mr. Cummings. As a matter of fact, what I am saying to you is 
you have given your side, but what we also have to look at, is the 
fact that we have got these two gentlemen who are, for all we 
know, honorable people, just as we assume you are an honorable 
man. And we don’t have them here. 
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And right now, we got the press writing things, and they are get- 
ting one side of it, and we have got letters that say just the oppo- 
site to what you are saying. 

Mr. Gately. Of course. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Now, I am just wondering, when you 
said there were two scheduled times when the operation was sup- 
posed to end. Is that right? 

Mr. Gately. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Did a meeting take place? Let’s say the first 
time, did a meeting take place with regard to the ending of it? 

Mr. Gately. Several times. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 

Mr. Gately. Several meetings in regard to the end of it. 

Mr. Cummings. And who would normally be in those meetings? 

Mr. Gately. Local and Los Angeles — the senior officials, Mr. 
Hensley, his associate, Zack, or Deputy Steve Woody, myself Some- 
times the group supervisor within the operation; occasionally, the 
case agent; sometimes one or more of the prosecutors who were 
part of the operation. 

Mr. Cummings. And would these meetings go on a consensus, or 
was it basically one person’s decision no matter what anybody said, 
or was it a vote, or what? 

Mr. Gately. There was no voting, sir. It was typically a con- 
sensus of opinion, whether we could end it, or we needed more time 
to develop the case, or the prosecutors needed more time to develop 
the documents, or the information they had to develop the docu- 
ments so that they could file those documents with the court, so 
when the case ended, we could do things necessary to the take- 
down, such as make arrests or search warrants, seizure warrants, 
et cetera. 

Mr. Cummings. So, when you had the meetings around the first 
scheduled ending 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings [continuing]. You were in disagreement that it 
should end. You didn’t feel that it should end; is that right? 

Mr. Gately. I — ^yes; I thought we should go on. 

Mr. Cummings. And did you go on? 

Mr. Gately. We did, but not for that reason. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, why did you go on? 

Mr. Gately. Because the prosecution said they weren’t ready, so 
we went on because they weren’t ready. 

Mr. Cummings. OK. Was there any difference of opinion coming 
from Hensley at that time? 

Mr. Gately. Absolutely. 

Mr. Cummings. I am sorry? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir, there was. 

Mr. Cummings. And what was that? 

Mr. Gately. He wanted to have a 30-day period of darkness. 

Mr. Cummings. And what does that mean? 

Mr. Gately. I bet you want to know what that means. 

Mr. Cummings. Suspended, suspend? 

Mr. Gately. Suspend all operations for 30 days to allow the 
prosecution to catch up. 

Mr. Cummings. OK. But what happened? 
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Mr. Gately. We continued on, sir, because to suspend operations 
for even a few days would damage our creditability with our part- 
ner criminals. That would be the fallout from not communicating 
with them or conducting business with them. 

Mr. Cummings. So you proceeded on? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Were there others, other than Mr. Hensley, that 
had a difference of opinion about you? 

Mr. Gately. With me? 

Mr. Cummings. With you; yes. 

Mr. Gately. Steve Woody and his associate, Zack. One of the 
three prosecutors, Dwayne Lyons, disagreed with me. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. So one of the prosecutors disagreed with you? 

Mr. Gately. Two agreed, but one disagreed. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Now, why don’t we move to the second. 
So the process continued, the operation continued. 

Mr. Gately. That is correct. 

Mr. Cummings. Now let’s move on to the second 

Mr. Gately. Take-down date. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes. 

Mr. Gately. OK. 

Mr. Cummings. Was there another meeting, or meetings? 

Mr. Gately. There was meetings. 

Mr. Cummings. Same people? 

Mr. Gately. Same people; same situation. Exactly the same situ- 
ation. Now infuse the new information about the $1.15 billion. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. Now you know, Mr. Gately, Commis- 
sioner Kelly stated in his letter 

Mr. Gately. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings [continuing]. Which I understand is a part of the 
record, is that “while assertions of money laundering by high-rank- 
ing Mexican Government officials surfaced, at no time was there 
any evidence developed that could substantiate these allegations.” 

I take it you disagree with that? 

Mr. Gately. No, I agree with it wholeheartedly. 

Mr. Cummings. Now let me ask you this, going back to Mr. 
Hensley’s letter, he said some very interesting things, too. And I 
just have a few more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

On the second page, it says, “Mr. Gately, also alleges that I ac- 
cused him of stealing millions in dollars and traveling without au- 
thorization. I never accused Mr. Gately of stealing money. Fol- 
lowing the takedown of the case, allegations were brought to my 
attention by Customs Special Agents that Mr. Gately asked them 
to, quote ‘unseize,’ end of quote, millions of dollars in foreign bank 
accounts belonging to the informants, an issue that seemed highly 
unusual and not reported previously in any report or to Mr. 
Gately’s supervisors. This information was reported, as required, to 
Customs Office of Internal Affairs, for whatever action was deemed 
necessary.” 

Mr. Gately. My comments, sir? 

Mr. Cummings. Yes. 

Mr. Gately. Prevarication. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 
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Mr. Gately. a twisting of the truth, something that Mr. Hensley 
is so accomplished at. He should take up a cottage industry in that. 
This man can twist anything. If you care to hear the truth, I will 
explain exactly what I did. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 

Mr. Gately. I am under oath; Mr. Hensley is not. 

Mr. Cummings. Well he is not in here, so 

Mr. Gately. Well, I suggest that the next time he provides you 
with any information, place him under oath; see if he doesn’t 
dance. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. I hope we will get a chance to do that. 

Mr. Gately. Well, that is very unfortunate. 

Mr. Cummings. I am just asking you some questions. I am just 
trying to see what the whole story this. 

Mr. Gately. Well, I am about to tell you. 

Mr. Cummings. As they say, I just want to hear the rest of the 
story. He goes on to say, “Mr. Gately makes reference to my getting 
a Presidential level, SES award. However, he fails to mention that 
I was nominated for the award in July 1997, nearly a year before 
the takedown of Casablanca. The award was for sustained manage- 
rial excellence, with only one reference to Casablanca, but not by 
name. Numerous other managerial successes were outlined in the 
award nomination spanning several years of my career.” 

Mr. Gately. What is the question, sir? 

Mr. Cummings. Do you think he lied his way through his career? 

Mr. Gately. Absolutely. Absolutely. 

Mr. Cummings. I’m sorry? 

Mr. Gately. Absolutely, without question. If you want me to 
bring witnesses to that effect, I can arrange it. 

Mr. Cummings. I am just reading his letter. [Laughter.] 

Just one other thing, on page 1, he says, “Mr. Gately alleges that 
the name of Mexico’s Defense Minister, Mr. Cervantes, came up in 
conversations with other Mexican defendants in relation to the 
movement of moneys in the $1 billion to $1V2 billion range. This 
is not factual. Mr. Cervantes’ name was never referred to, but rath- 
er a Mexican general later described as the Defense Minister. Both 
defendants acknowledged that they had never met the Defense 
Minister. Numerous attempts by the undercover agents to push for 
a meeting with this alleged General Minister were unsuccessful.” 

That is a lie, too. 

Mr. Gately. A lot of it is a big, fat lie; that is right. That is abso- 
lutely correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. OK. OK. You just said something. 

Mr. Gately. Do you want me to pick it apart for you? I will. 

Mr. Cummings. No, no. You said a lot of it is a big, fat lie. Can 
you tell me which part isn’t? 

Mr. Gately. The fact that he says that I said that Mr. Cer- 
vantes’ name was mentioned is a big, fat lie. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 

Mr. Gately. I never said that. There is no reference to that any- 
where. 

Mr. Cummings. He said one thing that I didn’t ask you about. 
Are you going to write a book? 

Mr. Gately. Which part is that? 
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Mr. Cummings. Are you going to write a book? 

Mr. Gately. Am I going to write a book, sir? 

Mr. Cummings. Yes. 

Mr. Gately. I have no contract to write a book. I have made no 
attempt to get an agent, to find a publisher, or do anything of that 
sort. But if I do write a book, sir, it would be the absolute un- 
abridged truth. 

Mr. Cummings. I just have one more question. You allege that 
Customs Service prematurely shut down this operation to protect 
the General; is that right? 

Mr. Gately. I did not. 

Mr. Cummings. You didn’t? 

Mr. Gately. I did not. 

Mr. Cummings. Why do you think they prematurely shut it 
down? 

Mr. Gately. I give you five specific reasons in my statement why 
they prematurely shut it down. 

Mr. Cummings. You don’t think it had anything to do with the 
General? 

Mr. Gately. It didn’t necessarily have to do with the General. It 
did have to do with what I believed to be the infusion of politics 
into the process of investigating criminals who were laundering 
money. That is what I said, and that is what I have always said. 

Mr. Cummings. Do you allege that the General was a part of 
that? 

Mr. Gately. I don’t know, sir. I couldn’t investigate it. I was not 
allowed to. It was over. I was removed from my position, so I 
couldn’t take it on as a project, a post-covert operation. 

Mr. Cummings. When Commissioner Kelly says that he was wor- 
ried that his personnel; lives might be compromised, and that is 
one of the main reasons why the operation was shut down; did he 
ever say that to you? 

Mr. Gately. He did not. 

Mr. Cummings. Do you believe that? 

Mr. Gately. Do I believe 

Mr. Cummings [continuing]. That his concern that 

Mr. Gately. Yes, I believe that he is always concerned for his 
agents, as was I, because I was their supervisor. I was the one seen 
with them. I was there with them everyday. If I thought for 1 
minute, 1 second, even a fragment of a second, that there was dan- 
ger to them, I would not allow them to proceed. Any undue danger, 
I would never have allowed them to proceed at any phase of this 
undercover operation. 

Mr. Cummings. So let me make sure I understand this. If he said 
that he was concerned, and you said you believe him when — you 
believe he has a history of being concerned about his people. 

Mr. Gately. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Cummings. And if he says that this is one of the main rea- 
sons why he shut down the operation, you have no reason to dis- 
believe that; do you? 

Mr. Gately. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Gately. Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. Mica. Mr. Barr, from Georgia. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gately. 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. We have talked a lot about Mr. Cervantes. What is his 
relationship with the Government and, in particular, the President 
of Mexico? 

Mr. Gately. He is a member of Mr. Zedillo’s cabinet, he is the 
Defense Minister, or the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. Barr. Would that presume that he is somewhat close to the 
President? 

Mr. Gately. I would presume that, yes 

Mr. Barr. OK. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. As in all cases in governments that have 
a structure of that nature. 

Mr. Barr. And as I understand your testimony today, you are 
not testifying that you have firsthand knowledge that he has been 
involved in this money laundering, simply that there are indica- 
tions of that, and that there are indications, very clear indications, 
through your investigation and through the evidence that you all 
turned up as a result of that investigation, that there is involve- 
ment at the highest-levels of the Mexican Government in the 
money laundering. Is that sort of a fair characterization of your 
testimony? 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir, it is. 

Mr. Barr. And is it also your testimony today that, in your pro- 
fessional judgment, this operation was prematurely shut down? 

Mr. Gately. In my professional judgment, yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. And at least in part because of what appear to be po- 
litical reasons not directly related to the operation, itself? 

Mr. Gately. Reasons that I say were infused into the operation 
before it became operational, and talked about throughout the op- 
eration. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gately. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Weitzman, you have a little bit different perspec- 
tive. You 

Mr. Weitzman. I was enjoying listening to the other half. 
[Laughter.] 

It is far easier. 

Mr. Mica. Well, I think you served on the Mexican border some 
years ago, and are now an agent in Orlando? 

Mr. Weitzman. I work in narcotics in Orlando; yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Yes. And could you tell the panel what you see as far 
as trafficking at your level and the source of the drugs? 

Mr. Weitzman. The best picture I could draw for you is the one 
I went through, the one depicted on “60 Minutes,” where I stopped 
a propane gas truck that we later found out to be holding 4.3 tons 
of cocaine. And my supervisor that day — and I don’t need to men- 
tion names — called me in behind closed doors and handed me the 
referral slip and asked me to sign it to the streets of the country, 
and I refused. And following that incident, life hasn’t been real 
pleasant, let’s put it that way. 
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Mr. Mica. So, because you have come forward, you feel you have 
been — I don’t know if I want to say “harassed,” but maybe that is 
the only term. Do you feel some sense of harassment? 

Mr. Weitzman. I think when you get phone calls at your home 
making comments like calling you a “f’-ing kike and take your “f’- 
ing kife baby with you, or when you have supervisors come out to 
the field to confront your spouse and tell your spouse how they 
masturbate the narcotics dog, in an attempt to get you to take a 
swing at one of them or try to undermine your creditability, yes, 
I would pretty much call that harassment. 

I think when one of your supervisors admits to upper manage- 
ment that he is going to be hassling information out of a grand jury 
witness, that pretty much covers it. 

Mr. Mica. Well, I was going to ask you 

Mr. Weitzman. And to go further 

Mr. Mica [continuing]. For examples — [laughter] — but I don’t 
have to. [Laughter.] 

You had a very brief opening statement — [laughter] — and a brief 
questioning period. 

Well, I think we would like to pursue some of the matters that 
have been discussed here today. We are going to do that in two 
ways. 

First of all, Mr. Gilman and I have introduced a resolution, and 
others will be joining us which will extend the period for review of 
decertification for another 30 days. In that time, we hope to see 
how far this particular trail leads us concerning the problem of cor- 
ruption in Mexico and the question of “full cooperation.” 

We will be taking some additional steps tomorrow to ensure this 
matter is raised to an even higher level, based on, not only the tes- 
timony that we had from witnesses today, but information that Mr. 
Barr has referred to that we have received in closed briefings. 

He may also, with the cooperation of friends on the other side of 
the aisle, seek to find some additional information, either volun- 
tarily or with subpoenas to see, again, how far this trail leads. 

But I appreciate both of our witnesses coming forward today and 
providing our subcommittee with testimony. 

There being no further business, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Can I just ask one followup question? 

Mr. Mica. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Weitzman, is the treatment that you have re- 
ceived basically for refusing to sign a piece of paper allowing a 
huge amount of cocaine voluntarily into this country? Is that the 
only such incident that you are aware of? 

Mr. Weitzman. Listening to my colleague to my left is like reliv- 
ing a horror story because I went through what he went through 
a few years earlier with the sniping, the comments that are made 
to you, just like I told all of you earlier. It brings up so many sore 
and really angry feelings inside me because it took me 9 years to 
get to this point where I had an opportunity to come before all of 
you and tell you that these things really do happen, that people 
really do get hurt out there, that people like Mr. Gately and myself 
do suffer reprisals, because you are just doing your job. 

The job is to interdict narcotics, and it just so happened that a 
load of narcotics that I interdicted could be directly linked to 21 
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tons found in a warehouse in Sylmar, and that is not a game any- 
more. Now it is the real deal. And that 21 tons is part of a 250- 
ton shipment that crossed the border in the late-1980’s, all of 
which are tied to the same cartel that my friend is telling you 
about now. 

Mr. Barr. The Mexican cartel? 

Mr. Weitzman. The Juarez cartel. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Weitzman. My pleasure, sir. 

Mr. Barr. I very much appreciate your courage and Mr. Gately’s 
courage in being here today. 

Mr. Weitzman. Let’s hope I have a job when I get home. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Let us know if you don’t. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes, I hope you have a job when you get home, 
too. I really do. 

Mr. Weitzman. Thank you. 

Mr. Cummings. I think all of us have a common goal and that 
is to make sure that drugs don’t enter our country and to do every- 
thing in our power to get them out, and make sure those who are 
responsible for trying to bring them in, or are bringing them in, are 
dealt with properly. 

Both of you have raised some very strong allegations, and it con- 
cerns me. I mean the examples that you just gave, Mr. Weitzman, 
about your wife, talking about 

Mr. Weitzman. Well, actually, what — just so you understand — 
while we were being transferred from Nogales, AZ, over to Miami, 
FL, we had received a call at our home. And I picked up the call, 
and it said, “You better move, you ‘f-ing kike and take your ‘f-ing 
kike baby with you.” I reported it to Internal Affairs, and it is the 
typical Customs mentality of, “How do you know it came from 
within Customs?” 

Well, you know, it is simple — and maybe it isn’t fair to say that — 
but how did anybody know I was moving and being transferred? 
And how did somebody get my unlisted number? Why were peo- 
ple — why was the supervisor going out discussing blatant acts of 
bestiality to my wife? I mean, this is just unimaginable that these 
things go on. 

Why was my report regarding the tanker, the truth of what I 
have just told you now and a lot of what we discussed — the coun- 
sels and I have discussed in private — why was it deleted, with ev- 
erything my supervisor did taken out of it and rewritten and sub- 
mitted as fact? 

This is the story; this is what has gone on, and it has gone on 
too long, and it is time for it to come to an end. 

Mr. Cummings. What is your biggest fear? I mean right now you 
just said a moment ago, you hope you still have a job, but I 
mean 

Mr. Weitzman. Honestly? 

Mr. Cummings. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Weitzman. I feel far more comfortable now that we have a 
guy like Ray Kelly in there because he does seem to genuinely care 
about his people, but I worry more about my colleagues on the op- 
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erations on Customs that I am hearing these days with their retal- 
iatory strikes, their ability to listen to Internal Affairs tapes that 
are so damning. Much of which I discussed on the tapes that I have 
just told all of you now, where I get letters back saying that, in no 
uncertain terms, I am full of crap. And I am not full of crap; it is 
not a game. It is real life, and it happened, and this is what they 
do to people. They don’t just — it starts out with the small little 
shots at your integrity, and then it’s like a seek and destroy mis- 
sion to completely undermine ones credibility, and I am not going 
to have it done. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, I don’t find myself agreeing with Mr. Barr 
too often — [laughter] — friendly disagreements, that is. But I agree 
with him on the point that, you know, if you have those kind of 
problems, you need to let us know, because we are very concerned 
about that. And the fact that if you can come and provide testi- 
mony, you under oath, and if there is some type of retaliatory ac- 
tions as a result of you coming here, that flies in the face of every- 
thing we stand for — everything. 

Mr. Weitzman. If I could interject for 1 second. Mr. Mica and I 
had a discussion the other night, and they were concerned about 
me — they wanted me to go behind a screen, and I explained to him, 
I never ran from anybody in my whole life, and I am not about to 
hide behind a screen and tell some story that could be, “Oh, he 
went behind a screen to do it.” 

No, the time is now to get the whole truth out. And there are 
a lot of things that we cannot sit here in this forum and discuss, 
because it is my belief that they are so deeply national security 
sensitive, that the — for choice of a better set of words — the storm 
it would cause wouldn’t be pleasant. But I have talked about it 
with counsel on both sides. They know what I am talking about, 
and it is true, and it happened, and the documentation is there to 
prove it. 

And I will cut the same deal with all of you that I did with my 
supervisor that day in San Diego. If I am lying, I will put my badge 
on the desk and I will never come back again. You have my word 
on that. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gately, we talked at some length, going back to the sub- 
stance of what we were talking about earlier, with regard to the 
involvement of the Mexican Government and the Colombian cartel. 
But one thing we didn’t touch on, and I don’t want to go into a lot 
of detail here, but was there any evidence in Casablanca of any in- 
volvement of United States banks in the Mexican drug money case? 

Mr. Gately. As knowledgeable that they were moving drug 
money, sir? 

Mr. Barr. I am sorry? 

Mr. Gately. Every United States 

Mr. Mica. Knowledgeably moving drugs. 

Mr. Barr. Yes. 

Mr. Gately. Is your question, were they knowledgeable? 

Mr. Barr. Well, I didn’t use that term, but 
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Mr. Gately. U.S. banks were involved in every transaction. 
There was no evidence obtained during the investigation which 
could then induce to determine that they were knowledgeable that 
they were dealing with drug money. 

Mr. Barr. OK 

Mr. Gately. But with every transaction, U.S. banks were in- 
volved. 

Mr. Barr. Yes, I mean the wire transfers and so forth, but 

Mr. Gately. Every instrument issued in the case of the Mexican 
bank drafts were eventually paid at the account of the Mexican 
bank at the United States bank. 

Mr. Barr. Right. Thank you. 

Mr. Gately. Yes, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Mica. There being no further business to come before this 
subcommittee, this meeting is adjourned. And I thank our wit- 
nesses again. 

[Whereupon, at 4:40 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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